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Probably crime is as old as the human society itself. In fact we 
cannot even conceive of crime without society, so the lonely Robinson 
Crusoe would not commit any crime •. Man has learned, most probably by 
necessity, how to live in societies and groups in order to take part in 
and utilize the collective effort to save himself from the vagaries of 
nature and to improve his standard of living •. And yet this effort is 
marred every now and then, if not hamper~d altogether, by the very 
people whose well-being depends on this collective effort. Hence the 
question: Why do people commit crime? 
This is an old question for which there has been l,ess than a 
satisfactory answer. Reformers and politicians, laymen and scientists, 
law abiding citizens as well as those who do not always abide by the 
law, are interested in this question. The answers to the "why" of 
crime are varied in nature and are embedded in superstitions, in lay 
• 
experiences, and in such scientific and pseudo-scientific inquiries as 
fall in the areas of psychiatry, psychology, and sociology. We reject 
superstitions and lay experiences as having little empirical or theo-
retical foundations. Yet, even the very sophisticated inquiries in the 
above mentioned disciplines have glaring weaknesses in their views of 
crime and in their tools of research. 
1 
2 
There are three major dilemmas in criminology. If criminology is 
to be scientific, theory in criminology must provide answers to these 
questions systematically and research must be able to test all the 
hypotheses originating from that theory. First is the question of 
crime causation: Why do people commit crime? Second is the question 
of differential response or why do people with some traits and in some 
circumstances commit crimes and others with the same traits and in the 
same circumstances do not do so? l'hird is the question of crime selec-
tion, i.e., why do people commit certain crimes and not other crimes? 
The second question - that of differential response - is, in fact, 
directly connected with the first. Research done in this direction 
shows that criminal behavior is associated with social and personal 
pathologies such as poverty, bad housing, slum residence, lack of 
recreational facilities, inadequate and demoralized families, feeble 
mindedness, anomie, alienation, and several other conditions and 
traits. What do these conditions and traits have in common which 
apparently produce criminality? Research studies have also demonstrat-
ed that many persons with those pathological traits and conditions do 
not commit crimes and that persons in the upper socio-economic class 
frequently violate the law, although they are not in poverty and are 
not necessarily mentally retarded or emotionally unstable. Obviously, 
these are not the traits and conditions in themselves which cause crime 
for they are sometimes present when criminality does not occur and 
sometimes they are present when criminality does occur. Hence the 
dilemma of differential response. This dilemma, in my opinion, is not;: 
so much an objective fact in itself as it is a result of our faulty 
theorization. The more exclusive is the explanation of crime, the less 
3 
is the dilemma of differential response. 1 
Basically, then, there are only two questions in criminology: 
crime causation and crime selection. One way to answer these questions 
is to look at criminal behavior as yet another behavior in society. As 
Howard Becker pointed out, until recently there has been a general 
tendency in criminology to treat deviant behavior 11 qualitatively 
differently from conforming behavior." 2 When criminologists try to 
throw light on deviant behavior, they automatically keep conformity in 
the dark, thus letting both appear as if they are embedded in different 
environments. This seems to be a little farther from the truth because 
both deviant behavior and conformity occur in society. In fact, both 
lose their meanings without society; and whatever goes on in society could 
be summed up in terms of culture insofar as it predisposes to act, in 
terms of personality insofar as it reflects more permanent response 
pattern, and in terms of social situation insofar as it is responded 
to. In a pluralistic society, as most soci~ties today are, there are 
different subcultures which predispose their participants differen-
tially. It is participated in by people who have different personali-
ties which are distinguished by their respective response patterns. 
It offers a multitude of situations to be responded to. These factors 
interact in a variety of combinations which provoke different behavior 
in society, conforming or otherwise. Each behavior pattern has its own 
calculus peculiar to it. Any particular combination of factors should 
be able to explain not only causation but also the selection of the 
ensuing behavior. 
In bri.ef, insofar as both deviant behavior and conformity could be 
regarded as two aspects of behavior in society, the explanation of 
deviant behavior or crime should be embedded in the general theory of 
behavior. 
3 
Probably, this is what Becker was trying to suggest and 
4 . 5 probably this conforms to the demands of Parsons and also Cohen. 
Sociological criminology is becoming more and more conscious of this 
fact as is evident from innumerable hints in various commentaries and 
explanations of crime.
6 
However, other than suggestions and hints, 
little has been done in this direction. 
What follows revolves around the two questions of crime causation 
and crime selection. Thus, this project is not aimed at exploring the 
4 
patterns of relationship in some partic4lar crime. Rather, it is aimed 
at building an adequate theory of crime inside the broader framework of 
a general theory of behavior, and testing this theory by the data per~ 
taining to some crime in this society. 
This project was carried out in three stages: (1) review of the 
already published work on crime - in psychiatry, psychology, and in 
sociology, (2) development of an adequate model for the explanation of 
crime causation and crime selection, and (3) lastly testing this model 
by collecting and analyzing the data from shoplifting among college 
students which was selected for this purpose. 
Chapter Two contains a critical review of the criminological theo-
ries and researches. Focus of attention has been the sociological 
explanation of crime not only because of the societal rather than 
individual relevance of crime, but also because of the fact that, as 
Cressey and Ward pointed out, 7 sociological explanation is of the 
widest variety and is scientifically more valid. 
In the. sociological literature it is mentioned that there are 
three periods of major "breakthroughs" in the sociology of crime.
8 
5 
The first period of intensive theorizing about crime was in the late 
1930 1 s when Merton wrote his famous essay on anomie, Sutherland intro-
duced his principle of differential association, Sellin talked about 
the confl.icting subcultures and Stonequist reinterpreted "marginal man11 
in psychological terms. Two of these, i.e., anomie theory and the 
principle of differential association, still provide the two master 
currents in sociological criminology. They have given rise to a multi-
tude of research and further theorization. 
The second "breakthrough" was in the late 1950 1 s when Cohen wrote 
his treatise on the delinquent gangs and introduced the concept of 
contraculture, and Cloward and Ohlin using the concept of subculture 
formulated their theory of differential opportunity to explain crime 
causation and crime selection in one propositiono This is also the 
period which experienced intensive research inspired by the princtple 
of differential association. 
These new dialogues were well projected in the eariy 1960's and 
criminological researches were gaining new insights when the third 
11 breakthrough" came. Matza wrote his provocative essay on delinquency 
a.nd drift in which he rebelled against the very positive methods in 
criminology and opened the door to look back at the classical. explana-
tion of crime which deals with such nonsocial factors as human instinct;: 
and the nature of man. 
Chapter Two contains a brief but critical review of all these 
a.pproaches plus some important psychiatric and psychologicq.l approaches. 
Toward the end of the chapter a rather detailed treatment is given to 
Par.sons' theory of deviance which has been ignored by all but a few 
criminologists. Parsons introduced this theory in 1951 in his theory 
6 
of social system, The review of literature on crime would have been 
left incomplete without any reference to this theory which not only has 
a much broader range but is also embedded in the more general theory of 
social system, for, as it has been contended above, it is necessary 
that an adequate theory of deviance stem from a general theory of 
behavior, This made the review of the Parsonian :formulation necessary 
in this searcl+ for a better explanation of crime even though roost crim-
inologists have ignored it. 
After reviewing the literature on crime, a new model is developed 
in Chapter Three. This model is based on W. I. Thomas 1 theory of 
definition of situation. In fact, the only two theories which can be 
adequately used for the derivation of a ci;-iminological formula are the 
ones presented by Thomas and by Parsons. Thomas' theory was preferred 
over Parsons' because of the former's simplicity, because of its con-
cern for deviance, and because of its use of situation and attitude as 
independent variables which have a greal deal of specificity in them 
for the emergence of any behavior. This~ as we shall see later, helps 
explain selection of behavior.· 
Briefly, this model explains that a situation objectively offers 
some specific opportunities, attitudes of actor specific toward this 
situation or physical and social objects in this situation take note 
of this situation, and personality traits of the actor help him decide 
whether the situation, in terms of its ecological setting, is good for 
action or not. This model, as is evident, is a modification of Thomas' 
model. Whereas Thomas was using only attitude of tl+e actor as the 
deciding factor in making a decision to act, this model distinguishes 
between the two subjective states of the actor, i.e., attitude and 
personality. One is used to select the specific situation and the 
other is used as a deci$ion maker. 
7 
Chapter Four deals mainly with the methodology. It contains a 
discussion on why the method of self report is preferred over the 
official statistics on crime and why shoplifting among college students 
is selected as a test case. It explains the sampling method used, the 
instrument, and the statistical tests applied, Chapter Five deals with 
the statistical analysis of the data which is explained and interpreted 
in Chapter Six. Chapter Seven contains the summary and conclusions. 
FOOTNOTES 
1The exclusive character of the explanation of deviant behavior 
has been more succinctly put forth by Albert K. Cohen, "A theory of 
deviant behavior must not only account for the occurrence of deviant 
behavior; it must also account for its failure to occur, or conformity, 11 
For detail see his Sociology Today, Robert K. Merton, Leonard Broom 
and Leo11ard S, Cotrell, eds. (New York: Harper and Row, 1959), p. 464. 
Cohen's approach is the direct outcome of Parsons' theo~y of deviant 
behavior which Cohen was commenting upon in the above, See Talcott 
Parsons, "Deviant Behavior and Mechanisms of Social Control'' in Social 
System (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1951), pp. 249-341. 
2 Howard S. Becker, Outsiders (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press of 
Glencoe, 1963), p. 8. 
3Ibid. 
4 Parsons, 1951. 
5 Cohen, 1959, 
6
For instance see Howard S. Becker, ed.,~ Otherside (Glencoe, 
Ill.: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1965). Also see Robert Dubin, 
"Deviant Behavior and Social Structure: Continuities in Social 
Theory," American Socioloi:;ical Review, Vol, 24 (April, 1959), pp. 147-
164. 
7 . 
Donald R. Cressey and David A. Ward, Del:i..nguency, Crime, and 




REVlEW OF THE LI·TERATURE 
We generally ca~ry in our minds concepts of a variety of p~enomena. 
The reference phenomena may be physical as well as so~ial. Among these 
concepts i.s one which we may generally label as criminal behavior. One 
of the main preoccupations of criminology has been to make this picture 
as representative as possible. Traqitionally there have been two 
schools in criminology. One of them is known as the classical school 
which was long dead before its recent revival by a provocative essay on 
juvenile delinquency by Matza. 1 The other one and very much in vogue 
today is the so-called positive school. 
The Positive Criminal 
It was Lombroso who in the fashion of the empiricists first tried 
to seek causal relationship of crime in the body characteristics of 
human beings. 2 . Even though his hypotheses are hardly accepted by any 
criminologist today, yet his empirical approach in the explanation of 
cr.ime persists. Lombroso's criminology, which one may call "physical 
criminology," is now replaced by explanations emanating from psychiatry, 
psychology, and sociology. 
Psychiatric Explanation 
Psychiatrists have centered their interest !n mental balance and 
9 
10 
mental processes. The assumption is that a mentally healthy person is 
also socially healthy. Conversely, a mentally deficient or a mentally 
disturbed person shall also be socially disturbed - a deviant. Thus 
psychiatric theory is relatively oblique to the explanation of deviance 
and crime. 
Psychiatric theory takes its basic inspirations from the Freudian 
psychology. !n American tradition, however, there is a marked tendency 
to broaden the scope by dealing with more societal factors in etiologi-
cal formulations, There are at least five schools of thought in the 
psychiatric criminology in America today. Here it shall be impossible 
to outline in detail the approaches of all of these. Suffice it to say 
that American psychiatry of crime started from the explanation of crime 
in neurosis in the early 1930's, 3 followed by an explanation which 
emphasized crime as a revolt and revenge against the undue repression 
inside the circle of family4 mainly in connection with self-direction, 
self-assertion, and independence. This school of thought has continued 
to be most persisting even in the 1960's which have seen psychiatric 
convergence upon sociology. During the late 1940's and the 1950°s two 
more schools developed. They emphasized mal-socialization and mal-
. d 1· h 1 di f · · 5 integrate persona ity as t e ea ng actors in crime. :Mo:ire re<;:ently 
research treatises are concluded with the note that most criminals are 
psychologically healthy. Guttma¢her calls them ''normal criminals, 116 
and this is one of the b1;1sic assumptions of this thesis. 
The greatest weakness qf the psychiatric explanation is its 
assumptions which deal generally with the remote past of an individual. 
Psychiatry has failed to develop any objective method which cap success-
fully prove or even disprove any of these assumptions. 7 
11 
Psycholo&ical Approach 
Psychologists are more true successors of Lombroso since he was 
primarily interested in the physical traits of criminals and psycholo-
gists are interested in t];le personality traits conducive to the commis-
sion of crime. In psycholpgy crime is a form of behavior. It is a 
response pattern which re~lects aggressive, self-centered, and self-
confident personality traits. 8 Research, especially in delinquency: 
subscribes to this. 9 Criminal action, may it be manslaughter or 
cheque forgery, is not merely a response to a situation. Rather, it 
is an acting out of a disorganized and malfunctioning personality, a 
view which many psychiatrists have held as mentioned above. In psy-
chology, the immediate situation serves only to trigger or elicit the 
response pattern which is latent in the personality. 
The psychological approach, thus, emphasizes the process by which 
a person becomes a criminal rather than looking at him as a born crimi-
10 nal. Crime in this sense is not the result of any defective birth in 
general. It is looked at as a response of malfunctioning personality 
which results from malsocialization mainly in the context of the family. 
Having thus relieved man of his "original sin," psychologists, 
however, became victims 9£ their own. myth. Pe:rsonality became the 
cause of primary importance in crime commission. Other factors, like a 
situation o~fering an opportunity to commit crime, do remain of some 
importance but only insofar as they provoke the criminal pel;'sonality. 
This resulted in the psychologist shoving off other factors probably of 
equal importance and their concentrating too heavily on one single 
factor - personality. This brings about the dile!llma of different:j,al 
response. There are too many exceptions to the psychological 
12 
1 . 11 exp anat1.on. To this date, it seems that psychological enquiry of 
crime has not been able to go beyond the reduced level of personality. 
Also, as is evident, emphasis only on personality does not explain 
crime selection at all. Cloward and Ohlin put it more succinctly • 
. • • psychological theorists commonly - and erroneous~y -
assume that an explanation of the motivational basis for a 
deviant pattern also explains the resulting response. That 
is, they assume an identity between the pressure toward 
deviance and the subsequent solution • 
• Whether or not we accept: the theory of mot;ivation 
• the final statement is anything but self evident. Why 
do persons who expect to fail of realizing their aspirations 
and who have incompletely internalized cultural normi 2neces-sarily become delinquent rather than, say~ suicidal. 
To accept the psychologists' over-emphasis on personality in 
·crime, quite clearly, is not fruitful; but to reject the importance of 
personality alto~ether in the explanation of crime causation would be 
as great a fault. In my opinion, the dilemma of differential response 
is present in the psychological explanation of crime not because person-. 
ality is irrelevant in the explanation of crime; rather, it is because 
personality is not a sufficient criterion to explain crime-causation 
and crime-selection. 
Sociology of Crime 
The distinguishing feature of the sociological theqry of crime, in 
contrast to £ormulations stressing personality, lies in the prominence 
13 of the social situation, call it the situation of strain as Parsons 
and Merton14 did, marginal situation as Park15 did, conflict situation 
as Sellin
16 
did, or associational situation as Sutherland17 did. With 
; 
the exception of Parsons' theory of ·deviance, all of the above-mentioned 
sociological theories of crime have been subjected to rigoro~s research. 
13 
Just for this reason, ·I shallJtry ·to'discus$ Par-sons' _theor:y of devi-
ance in detail toward the end of the discussion on positive criminology. 
Merton borrowed the concept of anomie from Durkheim18 and rede~ 
fined it as "strain towar<;l deviation in society. 1119 Starting as a 
societal condition, when applied to research in criminology, the con• 
cept of anomie, probably by the dictates of methodology, was reduced to 
the psychological levels. 20 Long before Mcclosky and Schaar had to 
redefine it as a "state of mind," terms like anomia, anomic personality 
or simply anomics were widely used in the sociological literature. 21 
Clearly it is asking for too much from a research to prove or disprove 
a theory whose concepts are operationalized differently. Moreover, by 
emphasizing the role of anomic personality in the causation of crime we 
again face the dilemina of differential response and the question of 
22 crime selection is not answered at all. 
Today, most sociologists generally make use of psychological con-
cepts and methods. It is therefore not strange that they do interpret 
the social circumstance as a back drop of personality. This shows the 
great impact of psychology on the sociological thinking. However, what 
we have overlooked, especially in the context of crime, is that social 
structure not only helps develop personality but, more important from 
our point of view, it also builds settings for personalities to act 
into. Merton does seem to reflect psychological leanings in his 
writings. But in his original essay on this topic he was quite clearly 
dealing with a social situation - a condition of disjunction between 
cultural and social situation in society. This is the anomic situation. 
"The consequences of such structural inconsistency are psychopathologi-
cal personality, and/or c;1ntisocial conduct and/or revolutionary activi• 
ties. 1123 
14i 
In a purely ecological fashion Robert Park wrote in 1926 about the 
strains and problems immigrants generally face when they settle in a 
new culture.
24 




were already conducting their i;;tudi.es in the "natural areas of delin-
quency." They did not utilize the concept of marginal man ip the 
explanation of crime and delinquency. Neither did Park think of 
utilizing this concept in connection with crime. However, the period 
1930 to 1960 saw an active application of this concept mainly in the 
context of personality. Stonequist, who first used this concept, elab-
orated more on the personality aspects of the marginal man who tries to 
define and understand the pew culture traits and in the meanwhile 
commits crimes, if not for any other reason, simply because he does 
th df ''t' 27 no ave proper e 1n1 ions. More important, Stonequist opened a new 
dialogue on the psychological marginality of the members of society; 
social structure quite often exerts pressure toward marginality on its 
own participants. Researches on this theme have continued into the 
28 past decade. King's study of about 300 colle~e graduates utilized 
29 this concept. This study used the self-report method and the data 
failed to support the hypotheses of association between psychological 
marginality and criminality. Instead, he found a rather low but sig-
nificant association between marginality and tendency toward withdrawal 
and a significant negative association between marginality and aggres-
sion. 
Sellin's theory of conflicting subcultures in a pluralistic soci-
ety does not seem to have any psychological overtones in the sense that 
it does not explain crime through anything like conflicting personali.-
t 
30 y. Yet, his theory was never tested by any research. It shall be 
15 
interesting to note how a research in this direction shall be able to 
avoid the same psychological reduction as has been true of other socio-
logical researches in crime. 
Sutherland's principle of differential association, like Sellin's 
principle of conflict, does not seem to have any psychological over-
tones in it. However, as the theory was subjected to active research 
in the mid-1950's, Cressey, the junior author of the theory, had to 
shift position by reinterpreting the theory through definition of 
situation, which is a function of personality. 31 
Before we look into Parsons' theory of deviance, it should be 
asserted here that this is not weakness of the sociological explanation. 
of crime that it is following the psychological guidelines. It is, 
rather, that sociological explanation has not been able to recognize 
the pitfalls in the psychological criminology. Hence there is the 
dilemma of differential response with the sociological explanation, 
too. Another weakness in the sociological explanation of crime is the 
disjunction between theory and practice. For instance, as has been 
mentioned above, anomie theory by Merton deals with a societal situa-
tion of disjunction which puts individuals under strain. This situa-
tion is responded to differently by different personalities and not 
that different personalities become anomic personality, disengage them-
selves from other activities in society, and start committing crime. 
But, this is how the res~arch has been dealing with the anomie theory. 
A research in the right direction under anomie must first collect a 
sample of the persons affected by anomie in the social situation. This 
sample then should be determined as to the various personalities as 
they respond in this situation; It is perhaps this way (there could 
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be other ways as well) that the attitudes of these different personali-
ties toward criminality can be determined. In other words, it is 
suggested that personality is an important part of the sociological 
research, and yet it is not the only variable which the sociological 
theory is concentrating upon. 
One great contribution of the sociological theory of crime is that 
it has sensitized us with the question of crime selection. Also, it 
has dealt with this question more successfully than any other explana-
tion as is evident from the principle of diffel;'ential association and 
the theory of differential opportunity by Cloward and Ohlin32 who tried 
to fuse the theories of anomie and differential association together to 
explain crime causation and crime selection in one stroke. However, as 
long as the theory of anomie is still contaminated with the dilemma of 
differential response this noble attempt on the part of Cloward and 
Ohlin is still far from being adequate. Cloward and Ohlin also intro-
duced the concept of criminal subculture. Cohen, a few years earlier, 
was already working on the theme of the del~nquent gang as being the 
contraculture. 33 As has been commented by Matza34 and found by re-
search later, the concept of criminal subculture or contraculture is 
l "d d d 1 · · · · f t ·1 35 not va 1 an oes not exp a1n crime causation sat1s ac or1 y. 
A more ambitious scheme, basically along the same lines as that of 
anomie by Merton, though not so popular with criminologists, is the 
explanation of deviance by Talcott Parsons. 36 At least one point in 
favor of this theory is that it is an outcome of and is directly con~ 
nected with Parsons' general theory of social system. Parsons also 
e1J1phasizes "strain" as did Merton. Only he did so in a much broader 
spectrum, so that Merton's formulation of disjunction between cultural 
goals and institutionalized means becomes for Parsons only a special 
case applicable only to the western societies and not applicable to 
those cultures which emphasize ascription rather than achievement. 
Because of this element of culture-boundness of the Merton 
paradigm, and because of the inclusion of the motivational 
element, we may presume that the version presented here is 
the more general one, of which Merton's is a very important 
special case.37 
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Parsons looked at deviance from the point of view of the individ-
ual motivation and defined it as "tendency" of an actor to behave in 
contravention of one or more institutionalized normative patterns. 
From social system point of view, Parsons defined deviance as a dys-
function to the equilibrium in the system. Because of great variation 
among human societies and because of the inner plurality of the most 
human societies today, Parsons emphasized that any deviance must be 
looked at with reference to the respective society or the respective 
subsystem in any given system. 
It is difficult to explain Parsons' theory in a few pages. There-
fore, in the following pages I shall present Parsons' theory in the 
form of a paradigm for the sake of brevity. 
1. Human beings live in systems of interaction with each 
other. 
2. In any system of interaction: 
a) Actor's expectation toward qthers becomes a part of 
his own dispositions. 
b) These expectations attach the actor to other actors 
as cathectic objects, and 
c) This pattern of relationships or interaction is 
internalized by the actor and any encroachment on 
this pattern frustrates the actor's need disposi-
tions. 
3. Deviance must always be referred to its respective 
system or sub-system of interaction. 
4. Deviance is a tendency on the part of an actor to act in 
contravention to one or more institutionalized normative 
patterns on the one hand and to disturb the equilibrium 
in the system of normative patterns on the other. 
5. When the actor does not receive the expected response 
the above-mentioned three categories in Number 2 come 
under i;;train. 
6. In order to manage this strain, actor may bring change 
in one, two, or all three categories in Number 2. 
7. When category 2a changes, actor changes his personality 
need dispositions. (Parsons ignores this category for 
the present analysiso) 
8. When category 2b changes, actor abandons his cathexis 
with the object who put him under strain. 
9. When category 2c changes, actor seeks to bring change in 
the normative system of patterned interaction. 
10. The situation of ambivalence - the situation of strain -
creates in the actor only the "tendency" to deviate in 
addition to the tendency to conform which was present 
all the time in the course of interaction. 
11. The tendency to conform is a positive tendency and the 
tendency to deviate is a negative tendency. 
12. When the positive component is dominant over the nega-
tive one, overt "compulsive conformity" occurs in rela-
tion to the cathectic object(s) and/or in relation to 
the system of interaction. 
13. When the negative component is dominant over the posi-
tive one, overt "compulsive alienation" occurs in rela-
tion to the cathectic object of the actor and/or in 
relation to the normative pattern of interaction. 
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In the above paradigm items 12 and 13 represent overt responses of 
the actor in the situation of "ambivalence" with the objects in inter .. 
action with him and with the very system of relationships also. 
Actor's personality in the form of his need dispositions is also under 
strain, but, as mentioned above, this is of little importance for 
Parsons for the present analysis. 
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Parsons then proceeds to make a typology of oyert ''compulsive 
conformity" and overt "compulsive alienation," as ex;plained in Table I. 
Parsons adds two more dichotomies to the table. One is the dichotomy 
. of activity-passivity and the other is that of actor's orientation 
toward social objects - actor's orientation toward the normative system 
(8 and 9 in the above paradigm). These three dichotomies yield an 
eight-fold classification of overt behavior of the actor under stra~n • 
. Of these, four cells under alienation dominance are directly related 
with deviance which under the form of activity shows up in rebellious-
ness toward either the cathectic objects or toward the normative system 
in the form of what Parsons calls incorrigibility~ . Or, in the form of 
passivity, deviance may occur in withdrawal and therefore in independ-
ence from the cathectic object(s) or in withdrawal from the system of 
normative interaction in the foJ;"m of evasion. 
As a theory of deviance, Parsons' theory is very broad. It is 
much broader than any other attempt in this direction. The four cells 
yield a wide variety of deviant phenomena from fighting for a "show-
down" as in the case of rebelliousness toward social objects through 
incorrigibility as in the case of juvenile delinquency and through 
retreatism to tax evasion. 
As a theory of criminality, which could only be derived from this 
general theory of deviance, it has serious limitations. These are 
enumerated in the following. 
1. The condition <;>f actor's compulsive conformity and the condi-
tion of compulsive alienation depend primarily on alters actions. This 
is a disturbance in the system from outside, as Parsons put it. This 
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on his own. According to ~arsons, then, deviance is always a respons~-
always a reaction to others who have the capacity to alienate the 
actor. This passivity or incapability on the part of the a~tor to take 
initiative seems illogical especially because of the subsequent formu-
lation by Pa,rsons of activity-passivity dichotomy on the part oj; the 
actor. 
2 •. Sources of a~tivity are not explained by the theory. Are 
these active and passive personality traits of the actors or are these 
active and passive attitudes of actors toward social object;:s or the 
normative structure? Lack of answers to these questions poses problems 
for research which alrea~y is capable of treating personality and atti-
tude differently and has developed different instruments to measure 
these closely associated but distinct subjective characteristics of 
roan. 
3. Under rebelliousness and also under withdrawal, how is it that 
some actors direct their response toward social objects and others 
toward the normative system, whereas both categories of actors have the 
same sourl'.,!e of alienation .. alter? Lack of answers to this question 
poses the dilemma of differential response. 
4. This theory does not have any mechanism to explain crime 
selection. For instance, how can one say that an actor actively a,lien-
ating himself ~ram the normative system shall burn his draft card and 
not engage in fee splitting and mixing with drugs? How can one s.;1.y 
that a passive tax p~yer who is compulsively alienated from the system 
will evade taxes and not dodge the draft? What about hidden crimes 
like embezzlement and engaging in bribery? 
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5. Two of the four categories under ali,enative dominance given in 
Table I, t;he ones in connection with social objects, cannot be treated 
as categories of deviance because Parsons himself defined deviance as a 
tendency to a.ct in contravention of the institutionalized normative 
system of interaction, Thus only the two categories under alienation1 
i.e., rebelliousness against the normative system and withdrawal from 
the normative system can be treated as per;aining to deviance. It may 
be argued that alienation from social objects may also be treated as 
deviance because it makes a breach in the normative system of intera.c-
tion between actor and his social objects. However, one may contend 
that this action on the part of the actor shall be a breach of the 
normative system qnly in case that the normative system support;s the 
continued relationship between the actor and his social objects. Inso-
far as this is true, the categories of alienation from the normative 
system include the other two categqries. 
It is rather strange to see that Parsons' theory of deviance had 
little application in empirical research. The concept of alienation 
has been widely used both in criminological and non-criminological 
researches. However, pone of these researches except very lately have 
given a single reference to Parsons. 38 39 Allen and Sanhu and more 
40 recently Rocesky seem to have taken some inspiration from the above 
theory of deviance by Parsons. Allen and Sandhu found high alienation 
41 connected with unemployment among the institutionalized youth and 
institutionalized youth are found to be more alienated than the non-
42 delinquent youth. Rocesky did find a significant ~elationship 
b t f f · d 1 · t · 43 e ween requency o crime an a 1ena 1op. These studies, however, 
provoke this question: Is alienation the cause of delinquency and 
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crime or is it a function of being sentenced and spending time in 
prisons and reformatories? More researches like these are welcome 
because they provoke questions and help refine the theory. 
Classical School - The Re-emergence 
The administration of criminal law in 18th century Europe was 
corrupt, arbitrary, and cruel. Voltaire had prepared the way for 
reform by publicizing the weaknesses of the criminal law, but it 
remained for Beccaria to demonstrate what the faults were and what t,:.he 
remedies might be. 44 Beccaria's writings wei:;-e in part a protest and in 
part an assumption. The protest was against the highhandedness and 
arbitrariness of the judges. The recommendation which followed was 
about strict legislation of punishment because 
The fear of law is salutary, but the fear of men is 
a fruitful and fatal source of crime. Men enslaved are 
more voluptuous, more debouched and more cruel than those 
in a state of freedom.45 . 
The assumption is that man possesses "free will" which he surr~n~ 
ders to the state in exchange for the security provided to him. 
Beccaria did not have any academic successors. But some action ori-
ented philosophers of the time,. Voltaire being the most import1:1-nt of 
th.em all, gave an enthusiasti.c support to the basic concepts in 
Beccaria 1 s work. Consequently his work seems to have had a great 
impact on the reforms in the 18th century Russiai Sweden, Prussia, and 
A 
. 46 us tr1.a. 
Before Matza tried to dig the cl~ssical ghost out, the only adher-
ents of Beccaria's view were the social control theorists who have been 
sevG::rely criticized by Cohen and Short for holding the view of delin-
quency and crime as" •.• a potentiality of human nature which 
automatically erupts when the li~ is off.1147 
Matza in a purely classical fashion tried to stress both the 
48 points: . the nature of law enforcement and the nature of man. 
Throughout his essay Matza stressed the connection between the delin-
quent thought and the thought pervading juvenile law and its adminis-
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tration. This connection is sought in the concept of neutralization of 
conventional values 
•.• by which the legal bind is episodically subverted on 
its own terms, and a conception of subterranean support by 
which agents of convention and law unwittingly and with good 
will contribute their services and sentiments to the feasi-
bility of neutralization.49 
Neutralization of the convention takes the "lid" off the free will 
and this, according to Matza, makes a juvenile act possible. However, 
to explain the actual commission pf the juvenile act Matza stresses the 
purely sociological concept of situation. A juvenile delinquent is not 
always committed to delinquency which occurs only when a peculiar situ-
ation offers itself. When the "l;id" is off and the situation offers 
itself, according to Matza, delinquency has a great probability of 
occurrence. 50 
Classical theory is much more an ideology than a scientific theory 
of delinquency. lt is an action program rather than an explanation of 
interrelation of different factors in crime. The protest against the 
legal practices is clearly outside the domain of sc;ientific enquiry. 
Likewise, the assumption of "free will" has yet to be proved scientifi-
51 cally. And yet Matza tried to take help from the classical view of 
crime. This may reflect the general dissatisfaction whic;h scholars and 
the researchers are developing tc;,ward the positivemethods in criminal ... 
ogy. Many shall not agree with Matza's classical faith and yet it 
seems that writing in disgust with the positive criminology Matza has 
contributed to it greatly by putting in the forefront the concept of 
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situation in the causation of crime. As it is mentioned above, Colward 
and Ohlin52 and Sutherland53 also used this concept insofar as it is 
good for explaining crime selection. On the other hand, it seems that 
by attributing causation to situation i.n add:J,.tion with the subjective 
factors we not only shall be able to reduce the dilemma of differential 
response but shall at the same time be able to explain crime selection. 
!his point will be further elaborated in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER III 
THEOREl'ICAL STATEMEN',r 
There are two sides to the coin of crime: objective a~d subjec-
tive, As the review of the literature shows, there has been too much 
emphasis on the subjective factors preceding crime. When such objec-
tive factors as inadequate and broken families, bad housing and slum 
residence are mentioned, they are used as factors developing certain 
personalities which lead to crime. When such obje~tive factors as 
association or subculture are mentioned, they are used as factors 
developing certain attitudes which may lead one to commit crime. 1 In 
other words, no direct conne.ction between objective factors and crime 
is envisioned. This is a rather monolithic approach in which causation 
is assigned only to personality or only to attitudes of the actor. 
~oreover, this approach underestimates the role which any specific 
situation may play in exciting, regenerating or accentuating the sub-
jective controls of the actor who may commit crime, if for no other 
reason, simply because he found himself in such a situation. This does 
not mean to say that situation is the factor in crime. What I a~ sug-
gesting is that the element of situation must not be ignored in the 
explanation of crime, and for thatmatter any human action. Further, 
in order to avoid the pitfalls in the monolithic approaches ~entioned 
above, these three factors should be seen as interacting with each 
other. The basic thesis of this chapter is that social situation is 
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the objective factor directly connected with crime and cultural pre-
dispositions (attitudes) and aggressive personality are the subjective 
factors involved. These subjective factors make the criminogenic per-
ception of situation possible and it is only when a situation is per-
ceived as criminogenic that crime becomes probable. 
Th:i,.s is by no meaI).s a completely new idea. Situational analysis 
probably first goes back to W. I, T];i.omas in whose view the on-going 
social process involves a series of situations which are responded to. 
In fact, for Thomas "every concrete activity is the solution of a 
situation. 112 Later, in developing his "action frame of reference," 
Parsons wrote that it is most fruitful 
•.. to distinguish the orientation of the actor on ope 
hand, and the structure of the situation on the other. 
Though the situation includes both. the environment and other 
persons, the point o~ view from which it must be analyzed 
for this purpose is not that of physical and biological 
sciences as such, but various types of significance of sit-
uat;i..onal facts to the actor. This means that the analysis 
of the situation must be fully integrated with the analysis 
of the action itself.3 
Also, Merton talked about the significance of "strategic sites11 
related with action. 4 However, it seems that sociologists in general 
and criminologists in particular, by and large~ have ignored tl;i.e ele-
ment of situation in the analysis of human action. In the criminologi-
cal literature, as mentioned above, we can single out only two explana.,. 
tions which have made use of this factor. These are Cloward and Ohli.n 
who used the element of situation under the title "opportunity" to 
1 · · 1 . d ' . S exp a1.n crime se ect1on an not crime causation. Matza also used this 
concept as a causal factor in delinquency, but he seemingly more by 
intuition than by any theoretical convictions tried to relate it with 
such poorly defined concept as human will. 6 
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The concern about situation in human action does not seem to be 
out of place at all. In fact, every behavior whether it is institu-
tional or noninstitutional, deviance or conformity, has a setting of 
its own. 'this setting may be composed of a physical and a social com-
ponent. The physical component is a part of the natural environment 
and the social component is a part of the society. However, for the 
explanation of human behavior, according to Parsons as quoted above, 
the important point is the significance of these components to the 
actor and for Thomas, as quoted below, this is the definition of situa-
tion which is important. 
An adjustive effort of any kind is preceded by a decision to 
act or not act along a given line, and the decision is itself 
preceded by a definition of situation, that is to say, an 
interpretation, or point of view,. and eventually a policy and 
a behavior pattern. In this way quick adjustments and deci-
sions are made at every point in every day life.7 
In this search :for an adequate theory of social behavior in order 
to derive a theory of criminal behavior from it, Thomas' theory, be-
cause of the situational importance in it, seems worth looking into. 
Thomas' Model of Social Behavior 
The above quotation shows that Thomas distinguished between the 
defi.nition of situation and the decision to act in the situation. 
Definition of situaf~on precedes decision to act. 
For Thomas definition of situation is a process which includes an 
interaction between values and attitudes of the actor. He did not give 
any definition of values involved in this interaction. However, it i$ 
quite evident that he used values "in relation with the elements and 
the objects contained in the situation. 118 We look at the contents of 
any situation in terms of our values. He defined attitude as "tendency 
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to act." When a situational structure, according to Thomas, has the 
value contents which conform with our attitudes, conforming behavior is 
possible, When the values come in conflict with our attitudes deviance 
or disorganization has a probability of occurrence. 
The same situation or experience in the case of one person 
may lead this person to another type of adjustment; in 
another it may lead to crime; in another to insanity, the 
result depending upon whether previous experiences have 
formed thi~ or that constellation of attitudes.9 
After the s;i.tuation is defined as such, the decision to act, 
according to Thomas, depends on the natural characteristics of the 
actor. ijumans differ in their physiochemical details from one another 
and this is what explains the differential response. 
The reaction of different individuals in the same culture t9 
identical cultural influences will depend partly upon their 
different trains of experience and partly on their biochemi-
cal constitutions and unlearned psychological endowments.10 
Thomas' theory has been criticized for its lack of clarity and the 
1 b
. . 11 resu tant am iguity. For instance, it ;i.s not clear what Thomas 
exactly meant by the term value. Society generally develops standards 
of evaluation of the objects which come into our experience during the 
course of our interaction. These are the standards which we call value 
and not the objects which are evaluated by these standards. ·. At the 
same time it is quite obvious from the above that probably Thomas did 
not distinguish between "tendency to act" and ''more permanent response 
pattern" - the two subjective characteristics which are known as atti-
tude and personality in the contE!,mporary social psychological litera-
ture. Lack of clear distinction between the two may result .in confusing 
one with the other or in ignoring ohe while overemphasizing the other. 
It is the latter which seems true in the case of the above theory of 
Thomas. This overemphasis on one subjective trait and ignoring the 
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other is probably what led Thomas t;o explain the process of decision 
making in terms of the natural human differentials. There is no doubt 
that no two human beings seem to be alike in terms of their physiologi-
cal characteristics at any given moment. However, it has yet to be 
proved scientifically that these natural differentials are the factors 
. k' d . . 12 in ma ing a ecision to act or not to act. 
Recasting of Tho~as' Model 
As long as we are not sure as to what role the natural factors 
play in the process of decision to act or even whether they are of 
centr&,l importance in this context, it is risky to dwell on this line 
of argument. In the absence of any scientific visions :;i.n this direc-
tion, what a student of sociology can do is to refine the pi,cture of 
human behavior in terms of social, cultural and psychological variables. 
Today there does not seem to be so much confusion in &.nd ambiguity 
about such concepts as attitude and personality. They both are regard-
ed as subjective aspects of human behavior. Attitude is defined as 
predisposition to act. It is specifiG to a certain object. It may be 
modified, vary in intensity and be changed over a relatively short 
'd f . d d. · f · d · 13 perio o time epen ing on in ormation an experience. Personality 
is defined as more permanent response pattern. It is not variable in 
the same sense as attitude is because it is not oriented toward any 
specific object and is not modified or changed over a short period of 
time. 14 These definitions may seem rather loose. But they are con-
sidered to be the most suitable at; this point as analytical tools in 
social research. It may be possible that attitude which has a variable 
quality may change over time into rather permanent response pattern. 
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Likewise, personality could be viewed as affecting attitudes. However, 
both attitude and personality could be treated as discrete subjective 
elements which may also interact in different degrees of combinations 
to define a situation and may give rise tp different behaviors -
conforming as well as nonconforming. 
We may modify Thomas' theory as presented in the following 
paradigm. 
1 - Human behavior occurs in an objective situation. 
2 - Human behavior occurs in objective situation after it is 
defined as such. 
3 - Definition of situation includes: 
a. An objective situation 
b. Attitude of the actor 
c. Personality traits of the actor. 
This, then, is a general theory of human behavior. It should 
explain conformity as well as nonconformity or deviance. 
A Theory of Crime 
The theory of crime, as mentioned above, must provide answers to 
at least. two q,uestions: the question of crime causation and the ques-
tion of crime selection. As noted above, the dilemma of differential 
response is a result of our faulty theory building. The more adequate 
is the explanation the less is the dilemma of differential response, 
and this adequacy depends directly on the logical sufficiency in the 
theorem of the variables involved. This is the J;"eason why the three 
variables mentioned above have to be used together instead of being 
treated individually which reduces the suffici~ncy and therefore the 
adequacy. 
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The model of social behavior developed above shows that whatever 
an actor does is the end product of a proce$s. So is crime - an end 
product of a process. This process starts with the selection from the 
si,tuation of the objects toward which an actor is criminally oriented 
or is going to be so. Thus selection depends directly on the elements 
of situation and attitude which can be well specified and which should 
be viewed as limiting factors because every situation has its own 
limits as regards opportunities and an attitude (oriented toward 
specific object in the situati,on) has only probability of bringing 
forth any specific behavior. 
The two factors mentioned above set the direction and help the 
actor aim. The decision to trigger the action is made by the third 
factor - the dominant personality of the actor - only after the selec-
tion is made and only i,n conjunction with the first two factors. All 
by itself the personality factor is nothing more than a potentiality 
for certain type of behavior. Only when the situation and the attend-
ant attitude call for specific type of behavior that the personality of 
the actor triggers the action. 
Criminogenic Situation 
As an objective physical and social setting, situation :i,s inde-
pendent of the actor and his social and psychological characteristics • 
. It exists whether there is someone to utilize it or not. If it does 
not exist, the actor or the actors have to construe one to suit the 
ensuing behavior. Without a social situation we cannot predict a 
social behavior and we shall always face the dilemma of differential 
response if we continue the practice of looking at the interaction 
among various psychological and social factors antecedent to crime as 
if they are operated in vacuo. 
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Most situations in society develop or are developed in order to 
facilitate conforming behavior. However, situations may be crimino-
genic, neutral, or non-criminogenic, in relation to specific crimes. 
For instance, a person out for robbing a bank may find a police car 
patrolling the area with brief intervals. He may find the situation 
non-criminogenic for bank robbery. But this very situation may be 
neutral to embezzling, bribing, fixing prices, and for many other 
invisible crimes. This situation is neutral specifically for the 
invisible crimes in the sense that it neither encourages nor discour-
ages these crimes. Divided highways are constructed in order to 
facilitate efficient movement of people and gqods. But this very 
situation is highly criminogenic for speeding. This situation, how-
ever, becomes non-criminogenic i:l; a highway patrol car becomes a part 
of the scene. This has two implications. First, an objective situa-
tion is specifically criminogenic only for some crimes and neutral or 
non-criminogenic for others. This very specificity, then, partly 
determines the selection of crime. We select our crimes only from 
those for which a situation is either criminogenic or neutral. The 
second fact which emerges is that a situation may change in its rela-
tive criminogeny for any specific crime(s). For any given crime, a 
sit1,1ation may change from highly non-criminogenic, through neutral to 
highly criminogenic. The significance of this fact is that it may 
partly determine the intensity or frequency of any given crime with the 
changing situation. 
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Definition of Situation 
Objective situation, however, is not a live situation unless the 
actor enters into it and becomes a part of it himself. Here we come to 
the element of definition of situation by the actor. This opens new 
dimensions into our enquiry of crime. It is here that we have to look 
into the social and psychological factors of the actor. These factors 
being wrongly attributed as the causation of crime, I assert, only 
have the function of making the perception of situation by the actor 
possible and not that they are causes in themselves simply because they 
are associated with, and precede, crim~ in time. In factj Sutherland 
could not go beyond what Thomas said earlier mainly because he was 
treating the elements of association and values separat~ly from the 
element of situation. Man is a cultural as well as a psychological 
entity .. However, these cult4ral and psychological factors are not the 
exclusive causes of human behavior in tti.emselves. Rather, they help 
him move from one situation to another. They help him choose his own 
situation out of a multitude of them available in society. They help 
him find a situation, weigh it, and then act accordingly. In short, 
they help him perceive the situation. When a suitable situation i$ not 
available, they help him make the perception of the one which is more 
suitable. 
Perceived or defined situation, then, is composed of an objective 
situation and the cultural and psychological factors of the actor. 
Causation cannot be attributed to any one or any two of them interact-
ing with each other. If causation can be attributed to anything it is 
the defined or perceived situation. 
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Criminogenic Pre-dispositions 
All societies or groups make informal or formal rules to regulate 
the behavior of the collectivity. However, rules which are a sort of 
limitation on the human behavior are not made by all members of, the 
society or the group. Also, in the rule~making process all members may 
not agree on and may not bel~eve in the rules that are made. Moreover, 
in the process of socialization relative newcomers and peonates i~ the 
society have not internalized the values supporting these rules. Thus 
most people look at the rules, both formal and informal, only as neces-
sary evil or the price they have to pay for living in society or in a 
particular group. As Howard Becker said, it may raise the question: 
15 "Whose ru].es?" Thus every society or group has germs of rule-breaking 
in it. It is not intended to suggest that society creates crimes, but 
that in the ~iddle of the cultural milieu differential agreement on, 
differential knowledge of, and differential. socialization about law in 
society become the potential sources of deviation. 
This may not be so true in the case of a rather small and a rela-
tively more homogeneous society or group. In this case rules are so 
highly internalized that they become values in themselves and therefore 
sacred. But the human society of today in general and western society 
in particular is now far removed from that state of relative homogene-
ity and simplicity. Today's societies are spread over large areas, are 
very large in numbers, and are far more comple~ in their organizations. 
It seems more fruitful to conceive of the present societies as made up 
of segments - different groupings of people hinged together in "organic 
solidarity." These segments could be anything from social classes, 
occupational categories and religious denominations to political 
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parties, colleges and business firms depending upon the nature and the 
level of analysis. These segments overlap each other and are criss-
crossed by the roles which people play in their different statuses in 
several different segments qf society. For instance, a person may be a 
business executive, a member of the Methodist Church, and a member of 
the Rotary Club at the same time. However, every person has a major 
role to which he is committed, where he spends most of his time and 
with which he generally identifies. This role may be called his pri-
mary role and other roles are secondary, tertiary, and so on. Each 
role is played in its own respective segment which has its own socio-
cultural structure. This structure may be composed of both formal and 
informal aspects. These are the unwritten rules of conduct considered 
to be the most appropriate in the case of formal rules and only recom-
mended in the case of informal ones. This does not mean that every 
segment in society is an encapsulated sub-culture all by itself or that 
every segment is engaged in an eternal conflict with every other seg-
ment as Sellin put it. 16 Rather, the ver;y fact that every segment is 
embedded in the society at large and is overlapped by other segments, 
forces the segment to keep its doors open for a two-way traf~ic among 
the neighboring segments on one hand and the segment and the society on 
the other. For any given individual in society the areas of priority 
are his own segment, his secondary segment and the society at large 
including other segments. When he is not moving in his own segment(s), 
his feelings of individuation are accentuated, he is a stranger in his 
own society, and he is lonely in the whole crowd around him. Thus I 
look at roan as the one who cares more for the unwritten code and the 
social practices of his own segment than the written law of the society 
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at large which in spite of their formality of reward and punishment are 
still relatively foreign to him. 
From this perspective man looks more like a value-accepting, rule-
making and rule-abiding person rather than a deviant, a criminal, or a 
mischief monger. However, insofar as a society may be conceived of 
having germs of breaking rules because of the factors mentioned above, 
every segment in society may be thought of as having its own reserva-
tions and apprehensions, regard and disregard, and predispos:i,tions to 
conform or break certain aspects of the legal structure in society. 
For instance, persons in the upper socio-economic class may be expected 
to respect the laws against street fighting and yet they may be quite 
frequently engaged in bribing the public officials, in fixing prices, 
and in entering into other illegal business ac ti vies. Workers in the 
auto industry may respect the laws of food and drug administration, but 
those in the business of food and drug production may not. Army offi-
cials may respect and promote laws about draft, but college students 
may be more disposed to ignore them. As members of our own respective 
segments and in conformity to the generally understood socio-cultural 
structure of these segments, we develop tastes and distastes for the 
environment around our respective segments. This environment includes, 
among other things, the legal structure of the society. As sub-cultural 
entities and as "social facts," then, these segments provide the psy-
chological bases from where one may pick up his predispositions to his 
future refraction from or conformity to the laws and rules of the 
society at large. 
The above statement resembles Sellin's statement of conflict in 
society and Sutherland's principle of differential association. But I 
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reject Sellin's picture of the societal. segments engaged in an eternal 
conflict among themselves. On the contrary, the segments overlap each 
other and keep their doors open for a two-way traffic among them though 
they are differentially oriented toward the legal structure in society. 
As to the principle of differential associ1:1.tion in the sense that I do 
not assign causation to the segmental attitudes, rather I conceive of 
them only as being one of the factors which lead a person to react to 
an objective situation. 
This statement of the segmental sub-cultural predispositions 
explains not only the origin of criminogenic attitudes but also solves 
the dileJnma of crime selection as does the principle of differential 
association. It is evident from the above that every segment provides 
its members with a limited range of crimes. It is from this limited 
range that one may pick any particular crime. 
Criminogenic Personality 
The above statement about segmental attitudes explains only the 
origin of deviant attitudes and selection of a deviant act. However, 
perception of situation as criminogenic shall not be possible unless 
we also look into the traits of the person involved. In order to 
reduce the dilemma of differential response one must take into account 
as many relevant factors as is possible. In connection with the per-
ception of situation I have already emphasized the importance of 
objective situation and segmental attitudes. The concept of personali-
ty provides a third important factor in crime. 
All persons are committed to .their respec t.ive primary segments, 
Yet, the very fact that their segments are embedded in the society at 
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large forces them to fall in line with at least the legal code of the 
society. The question of criminality and non-criminality, then, is 
partly the question of preference or non-preference of the segmental 
socio-cultural structure over the legal structure of the society at 
large. Outcasting or withdrawal of favors and blessings as in the case 
of excommunication from the Catholic Church are not enough deterrents 
against the segmental deviations at least in the case of more developed 
societies. A person who does not react vehemently as the situat.:J'.on 
may demand in a slum may be ridiculed as being feminine. If a person 
is overly friendly with a Negro in the South, those regarding them-
selves as "white" brand him as a "nigger lover" and try to treat him 
with contempt. 
On the other hand, an act done against the legal structure of 
society has great probability of envoking the full powers of such 
reactive agencies as the police, the courts, and the prisons. And the 
segment to which the deviant belongs reacts passively, or at best sym-
pathetically toward him. In these circumstances, unless a person gets 
strong support from the segment as in the case of race riots, or if the 
person cannot stand to see his dearest values being threatened or 
unless he is aggressive enough to take the risk of defying the societal 
law, there is a great probability of conforming behavior and much less 
chance of breaking law. 
In the case of normal criminality people generally break only 
those laws which are not kept very much in regard by the primary seg-
ment or toward which that segment is only indifferent; because to break 
the laws which are respected by the segment would not only bring the 
societal machinery into action against him, but would also draw the 
wrath of the segment. But even to break those laws toward which the 
segment is only indifferent is not an easy job to do because in this 
case the social machinery would come into action against the deviant 
and the segment would at best sympathize with him. Therefore, I 
hypothesize that in the case of normal criminality the deviant has a 
more aggressive personality than the ones who do not have the 11 guts11 
to break societal law. 
With the above remarks in mind I present the following paradigi:n 
which may be read as a proposition explaining crime causation as w~ll 
as crime selection. 
1. Crime occurs in a situation. 
2. Crime occurs in a situation after it has been perceived 
as criminogenic. 
3. Criminogenic perception of situation involves: 
(a) An objective situation. 
(b) Criminogenic subcultural pre-disposition. 
(c) Aggressive personality. 
The above paradigm explains that crime commission and selection 
does not depend only on situation, or only on attitudes, or only on 
personality. Rather, these subjective factors must interact with an 
objective situation to yield certain crime. 
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Probably the greatest difficulty in testing a theory in criminology 
is the nature and collection of appropriate data. Since law enforcing 
agencies are directly concerned with crime prevention and punishment, 
they have relatively more reliable statistics on crime and the crimi-
nals. Most criminologies, therefore, depend heavily on these sources. 
Many of the researchers in criminology obtain access to records of 
police departments, courts, and prisons to study the different factors 
involved in crime. These data provide information about crimes and 
criminals and afford foundations for many a theory in criminolqgy. 
Lombroso's theories were based directly on the opservation of convicted 
. . 1 l cr1.m1.na s. Thrasher and Shaw formulated their ecological theories of 
crime on the basis of their study of official reports on crime. 2 Even 
anomie theory as formulated by Merton3 and as used by those who assert 
4 the existence of criminal subcultures such as Cohen, and Cloward and 
Ohlin5 , insofar as it concentrates on the relatively less-privileged 
people in society, seems to derive inspiration from the official crimi-
nal statistics which generally over-represent the lower cl.asses. What 
is true of the above-mentioned sociological explanations of crime is 
also true of psychological and psychiatric explanations which directly 
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stem from the first-hand study of criminals by psychologists and 
psychiatrists. 
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The most important single source of statistics on major crimes in 
America is Uniform Crime Reports published annually by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. These statistics are generally used to find 
patterns in such visible crimes as manslaughter, forcible rape, rob-
bery, larceny, and so on. However, apart ft;"om the fact that visible 
crimes are not the only crimes in America, these reports have some 
other serious biases. For instance, as is evident from Table II, for 
many of the crimes reported to the police no arrest is made. Of those 
arrested n.ot all are <;:barged and brought to the court, and many of 
those who are brought to the court are not convicted. Rate of convic-
tion for those who are charged increases as the seriousness of Ct;'ime 
decreases. On the contrary, ratio of conviction for the number of 
cases reported for any crime decreases as the seriousness of crime 
decreases. For instance, conviction rate for the cases reported for 
crimes against person ranges between 42% and 51%, whereas the same rate 
for crimes against property falls between 11% and 18%. Manslaughter 
which includes negligent as well as non-negligent homicide has a 40.4% 
conviction rate for all cases reported. The same rate for reported 
cases for larceny which includes stealing money as well as shoplifting 
is only 12.72~. 
There are other sources of bias as well, especially in connection 
with the study of the apprehended criminals. As soon as a criminal is 
caught by. the police, interrogated and brought to the court, he has 
already entered into interaction with public authorities. To this new 
interactional situation the criminal may respond wit;h rebelli,on, 
TABLE II 
MAJOR CRIMES _IN THE UNITED STATES* 
Convicted/Reported 
Crime Reported- Cleared Charged Convicted (In Per Cent) 
Manslaughter 12,090 9,675 6,234 5,610 46.40 
88% 65% 89% 
Aggravated Assault 253,000 177,100 130,985 128,181 50.65 
69% 76% 90% 
Forcible Rape 27,100 16,266 12,198 11,498 42.42 
60% 74% 95% 
Robbery 202,050 60,615 40,188 36,368 17.99 
30% 65% 95% 
Burglary 1,606,700 321,201 192,721 192,684 12.94 
20% 60% 99% 
Larceny 1,047,100 188,840 133,304 133,250 12. 72 
18% 60% 99% 
Auto Theft 654,900 130,980 75,120 75,001 11.45 
20% 56% 99% 
*SOURCE: John Edgar Hoover, Crime in the United States: Uniform Crime Reports, 1967. Federal Bureau 
of Investigation (Washington:-0. C., August, 1968), pp. 5-30. 
repentanGe, alienation, contriteness, anomie, and so on. As Nye and 
Short pointed out, some of these very responses are treated by crimi-
nologists as causal factors in crime, whereas they may well be the 
consequences of being apprehended or "controlled" by the police. 6 
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Because of the above-mentioned weaknesses in the official data on 
crime, the method of self-reporting is generally recommended. 7 This 
method simply calls for ?.""eaching the unapprehended "free" population 
and questioning them about their behavior and attitude much the same 
way as researchers such as Kinsey have done in research on sexual 
behavior. 8 The assumption is that so long as respondents are sure of 
remaining anonymous they may talk about their crimes much the same way 
as they talk about their sex behavior. This method has been more 
widely applied in Sweden than in any other western society. The 
general contention of these researchers is that this method may be 
more successful if very serious crimes are not involved. For instance, 
in connection with such serious crimes as manslaughter or forcible rape 
the respondents may flatly deny commission 0£ the act even though they 
may be ensured anonymity. In the case of less serious crimes or misde-
meanors, however, anonymous respondents more probably will give correct 
information because not much stigma is attached to these crimes and 
sanctions against them are not very serious either. This means that 
the method of self report also has its own limitations. It may include 
bias in the sample relative to the seriousness of crime under investi-
gati.on. And as long as every crime does have some seriousness to it, 
the method of self report is always expected to contaminate the sample. 
However, this is a different kind of bias from the one inherent in 
the official statistics on crime. In using the method of self report, 
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we may at least assume that there is a consistent positive ordinal 
relation between the degree of respondent's criminal behavior and the 
score generated in his self-report. Thus, there is a candor, although 
perhaps not complete candor, in self-reporting of deviant behavior. 
Shoplifting Among College Students 
This project is aimed at testing a theory of crime and not at 
discovering patterns in some given crime. The above considerations, 
then, posed the question: which method to adopt - use of official data 
on crime or the method of self-reporting? The latter is selected 
mainly because the use of official data distorts the subjective aspects 
of crime commission, Also, the method of self-reporting involves 
survey techniques which are not new to social scientists any more. I 
was further motivated to use this method because I have sufficient 
theoretical and empirical convictions to believe that most of the di-
lemma of differential response in criminology is partly because of the 
extensive use of the apprehended criminal population in the samples. 
To make it more clear, I contend that there are too many exceptions to 
any theoretical formulation in criminology partly because there are too 
many criminals who are not caught, and, as Table :u shows, arrest rate 
also varies by the type of crime. Last, but not least, it was impera-
tive to use this method because of the dictates of the model developed 
in the preceding pages. Attitudes occupy an important place in this 
model to explain crime. An attitude, ip.sofar as it has a certain 
amount of specificity toward certain objects or situations, has a 
tendency to shift in intensity and even to disappear altogether when a 
criminal is in a situation of interrogation by police or is behind bar$. 
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After deciding in favor of the self-reporting method, the question 
was to select a crime for study which should suit this method but 
should not, at the same time, develop any biases which may contaminate 
the findings. The main criterion in this selection was the relative 
seriousness of crime. The relative seriousness of crime may be objec-
tively or subjectively defined. Objective seriousness of crime is 
defined by criminal law in the form of penalties and the sanctions 
against a criminal. Subjective seriousness of a crime depends on 
people's judgment about the criminal law involved. Thus a crime may be 
objectively serious in the sense that the criminal law may create seri= 
ous difficulties for the criminal, and yet the crime in question may 
not be defined as serious because people may not agree upon or may not 
approve of the criminal law itself. For instance, illicit use of drugs 
does involve a probability of serious penalties as defined by the crim .. 
inal law and yet some people may approve of the use of drugs because 
they do not think that the us~ of drugs has any serious consequences 
either for the user or for others involved. Thus, a subjective deci-
sion about the relative seriousness of a given act involves subjective 
consideration about the :relative seriousness of the consequences of 
that act. And, as the model presented above depends heavily on such 
subjective factors as attitudes and personality traits, the logical 
conclusion was to look for a crime which is not subjectively defined as 
a very serious act as to the consequences. 
Yet another consideration was that, in the fashion of the model 
presented above, relative agreement and approval of law and therefore 
the subjective decision of relative seriousness of crime is subculture-
bound. This called for the location of a subculture in order to locate 
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the relative seriousness of crimes in that subculture. 
Those considerations, then, became the basis for the selection of 
the college subculture whence to draw the sample. College students are 
a. distinct group in this society. They live on or around the campus • 
. Most of their activities are centered around professors, classrooms, 
libraries, reading rooms, and the dormitories. In short, they have a 
way of life which is peculiar to them and which develops certain values 
of its own and which students are generally ready to defend. 
College students may be predisposed to' commit certain crimes. For 
instance, illicit use of drugs is supposed to be quite common on cam-
9 pus. There is also evidence that some students engage in shoplift-
ing.lo Some male students are also known to engage in sex behavior 
which according to one survey may sometimes be defined as forcible 
11 rape. These crimes among college students, among other things, 
reflect the attitudes of students toward certain aspects of criminal 
law and also their subjective decisions as to the relative seriousness 
of the consequences of these crimes. Two of the three above-mentioned 
crimes are already dealt with in detail in scientific and non-
scientific literature. Shoplifting is the only crime which does not 
seem to have been subjected to any scientific analysis yet. These were 
sufficient reasons for the selection of shoplifting among college stu~ 
dents as a case study to test the model developed in the preceding 
pages. 
Postulates 
The hypotQeses which are formulated in the following pages follow 
the general directions of the model presented above. It gives rise to 
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certain postulates which became the basis for these hypotheses. 
1. The above model deals mainly with situation, criminogenic 
C 
at~itudes, and aggressive personality traits which are exclusively 
necessary factors in crime. This e~clu~es a multitude of factors 
generally considered in the preceding analyses of crime. 
The first postulate, therefore, is that insofar as students spend 
most of their time on the campus, live on or near campus, 'and are part 
of and are concerned with the college subculture, the pre~college 
subcultural factors are only remote to them and may have little effect 
on the actual frequencies of shoplifting. 
2. The second postulate is about the shoplifting situation. This 
I 
simply means to say that shoplifting occurs where there are shops. 
This is a physical as well as a social component of the shoplifting 
situation in the sense that shops and the objects of sale are physical 
things which can be measured as to their length, breadth, height, 
weight, color, and so on. They are also social in the sense that they 
reflect the shopping behavior of a community; they reflect certain 
habits of shop browsing, advertising, and display of goods, together 
with the related customs and laws of society. We may presently ignore 
the physical component and may concern ourselves only with the social 
a.spec ts. 
The shoplifting situation may change in its ecological character 
and along with it in its opportunity characteristics. For instance, a 
rather small town of 6,000 where there are a few street corner stores 
with nothing but a few standard items for sale, where almost every 
person knows everybody else, where a kind of "gemeinschaft" relation~ 
ship prevails, presents a social situation which is less conducive for 
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shoplifting. In this situation, probably even those with highly crimi-
nogenic attitudes toward stealing and those with high aggressive per-
sonality traits will have as tow frequency of shoplifting as those who 
are only slightly predisposed to steal and who are not very aggressive 
either • 
. On the other hand, a larger town of about 50,000 or over where 
tb,ere are a few stores op~rated by the ''outsiders11 with a great variety 
of items for sale, where anonymity is on an increase, where a kind of 
"gesellschaft" relations are developing, presents a social situation 
which is more conducive for shoplifting. 
It is, therefore, postulated that the frequency of shopliftin& is 
significantly larger in big towns and cities than that in smaller 
1 • II! 
towns. The significant difference between the two situations is not 
that the large city itself is the cause of shoplifting. It is because 
the large city situation is more likely to invoke criminogenic percep-
ti.on and consequently it allows a positive correlation between the 
subjective factors of shoplifting and the actual frequency of shoplift-
ing. 
3. The third postulate is that shoplifting occurs after one is 
,:er~disposed to shoplift. Any situation, however conducive it may be 
for shopl:i.fting, may not yield shoplifting behavior unless one is 
predisposed to shoplift. This means that in the college subculture 
which contains or generates attitudes conducive for shoplifting, there 
must be a significant difference in frequencies of shoplifting accord-
i.ng to low and high criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting. How-
ever, again we cannot assign causation to the crimlnogenic attitudes 
because of the many exceptions. 
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4. The fourth postulate is about aggressive personality as a 
factor in shoplifting. A rather meek or a nervous person may not shop-
lift evep. though he may be in an objective shoplifting situation and 
may also be predisposed to shoplift. This means that the frequency of 
shoplifting should be significantiy different insofar as low and high 
aggressive personality traits are concerned. And yet, causation cannot 
be assigned to aggressive personality traits because there are too many 
exceptions to it. 
5. After isolating the three factors which are necessarily condu-
cive to shoplifting, we have to establish their sufficiency for shop-
lifting. !n other words •.. we have to establish that frequencies of 
.. 
shoplifting vary with them taken together. II 
Hypotheses 
The postulates above gave rise to the following hypotheses which 
are to be tested by the data on shoplifting behavior from the college 
subculture. 
H -1 Situation (as measured by the size of campus town), criminogenic attitudes, and aggressive personality are 
factors which make significant difference in the fre-
quency of shoplifting. (p = .05) 
H2 - Frequencies of shoplifting are significantly hi~her in urban situation than in the non-urban situation. (p = 
.05) 
. H3 - College students do not rank shoplifting high in seriousness. 
H4 - Exposure to college subculture makes a significant d;i..f-ference in criminogenic attitude toward shoplifting 
among college students~ (p = .05) 
H5 - Frequencies of shoplifting are significantly higher for high criminogenic attitudes than those for low crimino-
genic attitudes toward shoplifting. (p = .05) 
H
6 
- Frequencies of shoplifting are significantly higher for 
high aggress;i.ve personality traits .than those for low 
aggressive personality traits. (p = .05) 
H -7 Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with crim-inogenic attitudes toward shoplifting in different situ-
ations (as measured by the size of campus town). (p = 
.05) 
H8 - Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting for different 
aggressive personality traits. (p = .05) 
H
9 
- Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with 
aggressive personality tra;i.ts in different situations 
(as measured by the size of campus town). (p = .OS) 
H
10
- Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with 
aggressive personality traits for different crimino-
genic attitudes toward shoplifting. (p = .OS) 
Sample 
Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with 
criminogeniq attitudes for relatively high aggressive 
personality traits in relatively high urban situation 
(as measured by the size of campus town). (p = .OS) 
Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with 
aggressive personality traits for relatively high 
criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting in relatively 
high urban situation (as measured by the size of campus 
town). (p = .05) 
The Research Design 
A random sample of 1,509 students was drawn toward the close of 
the spring semester, 1969, from four colleges in the Midwest. As 
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Table llI indicates, two of these colleges are situated in sma:U towns 
whose respective population$ are slightly more than 10,000 and 20,000, 
and two of them are situated in rather modest sized cities with their 
respective populations being slightly more than 47,000 and 100,000. 
This randomization establishes the urban/nonurban dichotomy.· These cam-
pus towns are arranged in Table III in the rank order of their size. 
The same rank number has been used as a code in the questionnaire, as 
we shall see later, in order to control for this rank order. 
TABLE III 
SOME ATTRIBUTES OF THE COLLEGES AND THE 
CAMPUS TOWNS SELECTED IN THE SAMPLE 
Rank and Name Status of 
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of College College Campus Town Population 
1. Eastern Illinois State Charleston, Ill. 10,505 
2. MacMurray College l'rivate Jacl<,sonville, Ill. .,. 21,691 
3. Wisconsin State State La Crosse, Wisc. 47,575 
4. Bradley University Private Peoria, Ill. 103,162 
!able III also indicates that two of these four colleges are p:ri-
vate and two of them are state schools. This provides us with the 
private/public dichotomy which may be explored for its possible con-
founding effects on the behavior of the students. A rather poor stu-
dent, with no fellowship or scholarship, generally cannot afford to go 
to a private college. The general economic and scholastic background 
of students going to private colleges, therefore, is expected t0 be 
different from those going to public colleges and the general economic 
and scholastic background of the student may be expected to affect his 
orientation toward shoplifting. 
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The sample was further divided according to sex and semesters 
spent in college. No attempt was made to take into account the racial 
differences. This limitation on the study was accepted in order to 
avoid further complications in the statistical analysis, the main dif-
ficulty being, as shaU be seen later, a very low reliability with 
respect to certain important items in the questionnaire when bi-racial 
groups were used. 
These controls of urban/nonurhan, private/public, male/female and 
semesters in c.ollege were exerted to form th1= basic stratification and 
structure of the sample in order to make it as representative as possi-
ble. Apart from being uniracial the sample has one more limitation on 
its representativeness, hence on its generalizability. This is the 
fact that the sample was collected from a rather limited area in the 
country. This limitation,. however, had to be accepted in face of the 
time and monetary difficulties. 
Procedure 
It was originally planned to collect a sample of at least 1,600 
students, divided equally in four colleges, two sexes and eight semes-
ters. Thus the sample consisting of 64 cells was planned to have at 
least 25 subjects in each cell. For this purpose letters of request 
were sent to a total of 2,540 undergraduate stuqents in the above four 
colleges through thei~ respective student governments and the student 
activity departments. Such a high number of request letters was in 
anticipation of a very high absentee rate because of the student dis-
turbances currently going on. The first date for data collection was 
fixed in the middle of January, 1969, i.e., toward the close of the 
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first semester of the 196a-69 year. However, this could not material-
ize because two of the four colleges selected were having acute dis-
turbances toward the beginning of January. The date for the data 
collection had to be postponed by one full semester. 
Fortunately there were no troubles toward the end of the second 
semester and the data were collected in four differ(;!.nt sessions. 
Copies of the questionnaire were served by t4e writer iij p~rson and 
were collected in little more than half an hour in each case. 
The total return was 1,571 out of which 62 had to be rejected 
because of superfluous, irrelevant or incomplete response. This gave 
us, as Table IV shows, a sample size of 1,509 with an average number o{ 
23.5 subjects per cell. No test for the adequacy of the sample was 
given. One thousand five hundred and n:i,ne was considered to be a 
sufficiently large number to satisfy the requirements for the adequacy 
of the sample. 
Instrument 
The conceptual scheme and the hypotheses developed in the preced-
ing pages became the basis for the development of the instrument used 
' thi t d A M t d L f ld ' t d t lZ 't · t k in· s s u y. s er on an azars e poin e ou, i is a en 
into consideration that each item in the ques.t:i,.onpaire should be 
related with the central problem, all parts of the instrument must hang 
together to make a unity, and the instrument must be limited in length 
and in its scope. The questionnaire, then, concentrated on criminogenic 
attitudes in the college subculture, aggressive personality traits of 
the college students~ and relative urbanization of the campus towps, as 
independent variables; and shoplifting behavior of the college students 
TABLE N 
DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE BY SEX, SCHOOL, AND SEMESTER IN COLLEGE 
Wisconsin Eastern 
Number of State Illinois Bradley MacMurray 
Semesters Universit;i:: Universit;i:: Universit;i:: Collese Total Mean 
in College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Mean 
1 27 24 51 23 21 44 24 21 45 27 25 52 101 91 192 25.25 22.75 48.00 24.00 
2 23 21 44 25 23 48 22 27 49 23 24 47 93 95 188 23.25 23.75 47.00 23.50 
3 28 26 54 22 26 48 24 25 49 29 26 55 103 103 206 25.75 25.75 51.50 25.75 
4 25 20 45 21 24 45 29 26 55 21 22 43 96 92' 188 24.00 23.00 47.00 23.5 
5 23 26 49 27 21 48 20 21 41 20 25 45 90 93 183 22.50 23.25 45.75 22.875 
6 26 21 47 23 20 43 23 21 44 24 23 47 96 85 181 24.00 21.25 45.25 22.625 
7 24 28 52 24 24 48 20 25 45 24 22 46 92 99 191 23.00 24. 75 47.75 23.875 
8 25 22 47 21 22 43 24 22 46 20 24 44 90 90 180 22.50 22.50 45.00 22.50 
Total 201 188 389 186 181 367 186 188 374 188 191 379 761 748 1509 190.25 181.00 377 .25 188.625 
Mean 25.13 23.50 48.62 23.25 22.62 45.87 23.25 23.5 46.75 23.50 23.88 47.37 95.125 93.50 188.63 23.78 23.38 47.14 23.57 
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as the dependent variable. The questionnaire also included items on a 
number of objective factors in order to measure their confounding 
effects, i~ any. The questionnaire has a pro~ession from more simple 
and less "personal" items to less simpie and lI!Ore "personal" i, terns. 
The instrument consisted of a four-page questionnaire (Appendix). 
It was divided into three parts. Part A consisted of items on the 
objective background factors relevant to the students. O;f these, Item 
No. II about sex and Item No. VI about semesters spent in college were 
directly concerned with the college subculture. The third Jmportant 
variable concerning coUege subculture, i.e. 1 size of the campus town, 
was coded. This code consisted of a number which indicated the rank of 
the campus town in population size in the increasing order of 1, 2, J, 
and 4. The code also included letters P designating the status of the 
college as private and S indicating the status of the college as a 
state institution. For instance, the code, as in the questionnaire 
reproduced in Appendi~, is Form 3S appearing at the upper right-hand 
corner on the first page. This means that the campus town has a popu-
lation size rank of 3 (4 being the highest) and the college is a state 
college or a university. Use of this code yielded an additional infor-
mation about the private/public character of the qollege which was also 
made a part of the analysis. 
The rest of the items in Part A were mainly concerned with the 
background variables outside of the college subculture. These items 
yielded information mainly on the hometown and the families of the 
students. 
Part Bin the questionnaire dealt with criminogenic attitudes of 
the students toward shoplifting a,pd the;i.r aggressive personality 
traits~ the subjective factors preceding shoplifting by the college 
students. 
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Item VII in Part B was meant to measure the seriousness of differ-
ent crimes as college students see them and to derive from this measure 
the seriousness of shoplifting relative to other crimes. Twelve dif-
ferent crimes which vary in their seriousness as defined by law were 
listed randomly. Students were requested to cheqk one of the three 
boxes left as blanks to the right of each crime, The boxes labeled as 
No, Uncertain, and Yes were arbitrarily given the scores of 3, 2, and 
1, respectively. The response "No" as against "Yes" was given the 
highest score because this response indicated a greater seriousness of 
the crime. Thus, this whole scale had a continuum of No, Uncertain, 
and Yes, yi~lding a range of scores tor all crimes which then could be 
arranged in the rank order of seriousness. 
Item VIIl in Part B was an attitude scale containing 10 situation-
al statements which provoked an approve-disapprove response. Generally'i 
attitude surveys use simple statements provoking agree-disagree re-
sponse. However, use of situational statements in attitude scaling is 
not unusual. Moreover, in this particular case, as indicated in the 
following pages, situational statements helped attain the des:j.rable 
reliability of the scale. 
Responses to each statement were measured along a five-point scale 
with arbitrarily assigned scores of 1 for strongly disapprove, 2 for 
disapprove, 3 for neither approve nor disapprove, 4 for approve, and 5 
for strongly approve. 
In order to avoid a possible a.cquiescence response from th!=- re-
spondents, statements 3, 5, and 10 were included, These statements 
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were scored in the reverse order with a score of 1 for approve and 
through a score of 5 for disapprove. As will be indicated later, all 
these statements hinged together yielding a high reliability coeffi-
cient. Th~ total range of the scores for the scale was from a minimum 
of 10 to a maximum of 50. 
Item IX in Part B was a personalit:y scale measuring aggressive 
traits. These statements which provoked agree-disagree response and 
were scored 1 for agree and 2 for disagree were selected from the 
Minnesota. Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). Numbers in the 
brackets in front of each item are the actual item numbers in the MMPI. 
Reliability of these items is already established. This scale measured 
the aggressive personality traits of students ranging from a minimum of 
9 to a maximum of 18. 
Part C in the questionnaire included items pertaining directly to 
the shoplifting behavior. Item X divided the sample into those who 
ever shoplifted since they came to college and, those who never indulged 
in this behavior since they came to college. This, then, is to enable 
us to know the exact extent of the shoplifting population in the 
sample. 
Item XI measured the actual frequency of shoplifting in the col-
lege subculture, and Item XII measured the minimum and maximum values 
of things stolen by the students. 
Pretests 
The above instrument was given its final shape after a series of 
partial pretests were given to small samples o:f student populations in 
the fall, 1968, mainly with the purpose of determining the n~ture of 
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the sample in connection with the reliability of the items pertaining 
to criminogenic attitudes and aggressive personality traits of the 
students. 
Because there was no prior scale available for criminogenic atti-
tudes toward shoplifting and because aggressive personality i terns used 
in this study are only a selection from MMPI, it was necessary to 
establish the reliability of these scales before they could be used 
in the questionnaire. For this purpose a modified technique of test-
retest was applied to two matched samples (N = 31), comprising both 
white and nonwhite students of both sexes from Illinois Central College 
in- Peoria, Illinois. The criminogenic attitude items in the question-
naire at this time included statements which provoked agree-disagree 
response, like the following: 
I do not think that to steal little things from stores 
is a serious crime. 
I think that to steal is a crime and all crimes ~re bad 
whether it is shoplifting or stealing a car. 
Shoplifting is not so bad in itself. What is bad is to 
be caught while shoplifting. 
As Table V indicates, for this first partial pretest the reliabil-
ity was not significant either for criminogenic attitude items or for 
aggressive personality items selected from MMPI. This called for a 
change either in the composition of the sample or in the questionnaire 
items or in both. The step taken was to change the composition of the 
sample from biracial to uniracial matched samples. This pair of 
matched samples (N = 35) was drawn from the University of Illinois at 
Urbana. Table Vindicates a substantial rise in the significance of 
reliability of the aggressive personality items; and yet the crimino-
genie attitude items still did not score the desired significance 
level even though there was a gain in the reliability coefficient. 
TABLE V 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS OF CRIMINOGENIC 
ATTITUDE AND AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY 
ITEMS IN THE QUeSTIONNAIRE 
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Pretest Criminogenic Attitude Items Aggressive Personality Items 
1 .257 .441 
2 .398 .871 
3 .793 .851 
Results of the second pretest called for the correction of items 
on the criroinogenic attitude~ The third pair of matched samples (N = 
28) was, therefore, drawn consisting of all white male and female 
students equally distributed in the sample from Illinois State Univer-
sity at Normal. This time a complete change was made in the crimino~ 
genie attitude items by repla~ing the original opinion items with the 
hypothetical situational item$ provoking an approve-disapprove response. 
The use of situational items in attitude surveys is not uncommon in the 
professional sociological studies. The greater amount of reliability 
associated with the situational items in attitude surveys is already 
established. 13 As Table Vindicates, this change in the questionnaire 
items on criminogenic attitudes yielded a significant reliability coef-
ficient. 
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These three partial pretests were crucial to the study which 
otherwise could have been contaminated with biases included in multi-
racial sample and a faulty instrument. 
Statistical Tests 
Because the data collected in this study can be best described ~s 
ordinal, nonparametric tests were employed for their analysis. These 
udistribution-free" techniques do put limitations on parameter estima-
tion. However, as Seigel noted, these tests, when employed, allow us 
conclusions "regardless of the shape of the population(s). 1114 
The statistical analysis was done in two stages, each of which 
employed different statistical tests and required separate statements 
and subroutines in the computer program. The objectives of the first 
stage analysis were (1) to locate the effect of intra-attribute differ-
ences of each variable on the frequency of shoplifting, (2) to locate 
the effect of intra~attribute differences of each variable on the shop-
lifting attitude of the college students, and (3) to isolate the more 
significant factors related to shoplifting from other extraneous 
factors which might still have a confounding effect on the findings. 
The statistical tests employed for this were Kruskal-Wallis One Way 
Analysis of Variance15 and Mann-Whitney test for two independent sam-
16 ples. Th~se are, respectively, a test for one way analysis of vari-
ance applicable to ordinal data and a nonparametric equivalent of the 
t test. These tests were used according to the dictates of the hypoth-
eses as to the relationship among different variables. 
The second stage of analysis dealt mainly with the computation of 
17 Spearman's rho - a rank correlation technique applicable to the 
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ordinal data - after significant intra-attribute differences were 
established in the first stage. Besides these nonparametric tests 
which were used mainly to test the hypotheses, t test which is a para-
metric measure was also used wherever it was necessary to estimate the 
universe mean and to find significant differences between th~ sample 
means. 
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CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF THE FINDINGS 
The theoretical frame of reference and the methodology developeq 
in the preceding pages became the basis for collection of the data 
which is analyzed in this chapter. Whereas, the theoretical frame and 
the hypotheses which originated from it were etiological in nature, the 
methodology of self-report used in this study, yielded additional 
information directly pertaining to the structure of the universe of 
shoplifting among college students. These two sets of data are ana-
lyzed separately in two sections in the following. Whereas the etio-
logical data is gathered directly under the guidance of the hypothesis 
formulated above, the data pertaining to the structure of crime under 
study is purely of exploratory nature. However, it is none the less 
important for it may provide us with sufficient insight.in any future 
theorization about the structural aspects ot the universe of crime. No 
attempt is made in this chapter to interpret and discuss the data. 
This will be done in the next chapter. 
Etiology of Shoplifting by.College Students 
The twelve hypotheses which were formulated in the preceding 
chapter are tested in this section. Because these hypotheses emanate 
directly from the main thesis of this study, findings in this section 
are of central importance for us. 
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In the following a purely statistical procedure of hypothesis 
testing is adopted. Because it is a general statistical practice to 
formulate a null hypothesis for testing, all the hypotheses presented 
in the preceding pages are tested in the null form. 
Situation (as measured by the size of campus town), 
criminqgenic attitudes, and aggressive personality are 
factors which make significant difference in the fre-
quency of shoplifting. (p = .05) 
This hypothesis was formulated in order to isolate the most sig-
nificant variables affecting the shoplifting behavior among college 
students. Data fo't' this hypothesis came from the responses to items 
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I through VI and items VIII through XI in the questionnaire. The data 
are subjected to Kruskal-Wallis one way analysis of variance, results 
o:f: which are summarized in Table VI, and to Mann-Whitney test of which 
results are summarized in Tables VII and VIII. As is evident, out of a 
whole array of ten variables considered, situation (as measured by the 
size of campus town), aggressive personality, and criminogenic atti-
tudes are the three factors which are responsible for significant vari-
ation in the shoplifting frequency at .031, .039, and .019 level of: 
significance, respectively. Null is, therefore, rejected and H1 is 
tenable. 
Frequencies of shoplifting are significantly higher in 
u.rban situation than those in the non-urban situation. 
(p = . 05) 
After isolating the variable of situation as being sigqificant in 
the shoplifting behavior of the college students, the question wa$ 
raised in this hypothesis to ascertain the direction of variation. 
Hypothesis 2 is, therefore, mainly a directional hypothes~s to deter-
mine the effect of urban and non-urban differences in the shoplifting 
behavior. 'I'his called for a Mann-Whitney test, results of which are 
TABLE VI 
FREQUENCY OF SHOPLIFTING DIFFERENTIALS BY RELEVANT 
OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE FAClORS* 
Factors Computed Value of H df 
S.ize of hometown 15 .120 8 
Size of campus town 8.831 3 
Family adequacy 6.921 5 
Education of parents 13. 342 8 
Income of parents 3 .981 4 
Semesters in college 13.021 7 
Aggressive personality 8 .129 ~ 
Criminogenic attitude 10.011 3 
;'( 
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presented in Table IX. As is evident, urbim and non-urban differences 
in shoplifting behav~or are established at .038 level of significance, 
thus enabling us to reject the null and to accept H2• 
'l'ABLE VIII 
FREQUENCY OF SHOPLIFTING DIFFERENTI,ALS 
BY STATUS OF COLLEGE* 
Status of College n Mean 
Private 753 • 90 
State 756 .78 
*Based on a Mann-Whitney U test. 
Size of Campus 
Town 
TABLE IX 
URBAN - NONURBAN DIFFERENTIALS IN 














College students do not rank shoplifting high in 
seriousness. 
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This hypothesis was formulated in order to ascertain the existence 
of shoplifting attitudes in the college subculture. lnformation about 
this hypothesis came in response to item VII in the questionnaire. 
These data are summarized in Table X in which different crimes are rank 
ordered in seriousness as rated by the students. The whole distribu-
tion was then divided into four quartiles, the first quartile repr~-
senting the lowest scores in seriousness and the fourth quartile 
representing the highest scores in seriousness. Table X shows that the 
college students regard only speeding as less serious a crime than 
shoplifting and that shoplifting falls well within the first q~artile. 















CRIMES RANKED IN O~PER OF SERIOUSNESS 
BY COLLEGE STUDENTS 





Auto Thfft 2.615 
Aggravated Assault 1.955 
Embezzlement 1.931 
Cheque Forgery 1.842 
Bribery 1.811 




Q3 = 2.859 
Q2 = 1.943 
Ql = 1.631 
H
4
: . Exposure to college subculture makes a significant 
difference in cr1m1nogenic attitudes toward shoplifting 
among college students. (p = .05) 
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After ascertaining the existence of criminogenic attitudes toward 
shoplifting in the college subculture~ hyl'othesis 4 was formulated to 
raise the question about coliege culture being the factor iQ. generating 
criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting. Information for this 
hypothesis came from responses to items I through VI and items VIII and 
IX in the questionnaire. Data presented in Table XI which are based on 
a Kruskal-Wallis one way analysis of variance, and the data presented 
in Tables XII and XIII which are based on Mann-Whitney U test, summa-
rize this information. Table XI indicates that exposure to college 
subculture, as measured by the number of semeste;t;"s spent in college, is 
a significant factor at .009 level relating to criminogenic attitudes 
toward shoplifting, but so are the factors, size of ho~etown and i;;ize 
of campus towns at .Ql9 and .05 levels respectively. As is evident the 
data go beyond proving H4 • In this case the null hypothesis is not 
tenable. 
Frequencies of shopl:i,fting are higher for high cr1m;i..no-
genic attitudes than those for low criminogenic attitudes 
toward shoplifting. (p = .05) 
After trc1-cing the development of criminogenic attitudes toward 
shoplifting in the college subculture, this hypothesis is posed to 
trace the direction of the effect of shoplifting attitudes on shoplift-
ing behavior. Information for this was yielded by responses to items 
VIII, X, and XI in the questionnaire, These data were subjected to a 
Mann-Whitney U test~ results of which are presented in Table XIV. In 
this table criminogenic attitude scores were divided at the median into 
high and low categories. Mean frequencies of shoplifting pertaining to 
';['ABLE XI 
CRIMINOGENlC ATTITUDE DIFFERENTIALS BY RELEVANT 
OBJECTIVE AND SU:f3JECTIVE FACTO~S* 
Factors Computed Value of H df 
Size of hometown 18.523 8 
Si,ze of campus town 7.901 3 
Family adequacy 5. 783 5 
Education of parents 4.871 8 
Income of parents 5.611 4 
Semester in college 19 .87l 7 
Aggressive personality 5.442 3 


























high and low crim~nogenic attitude categories were included in the 
table for more illucidation. As the table indicates, shoplifting £re-
quencies for high criminogenic attitudes are significantly higher at 
.026 level than those for low criminogenic attitudes toward, shopliftingo 
Hypothesis 5 is therefor~ tenable, and we reject the ~ull. 





CRIMINOGENIC ATTITUDE VARIATION 








DIFFERENCE IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY BY CRIMINOGENIC 
ATTITUDES TOWARD SHOPLIFTING* 
Criminogenic Attitudes n Mean z 
High 755 3.51 1.954 
Low 754 • 72 
,k: 





Frequencies of shoplifting are significantly higher f9r 
high aggressive personality traits than those for low 
aggressive personality traits. (p = .05) 
This hypothesis is concerned with the direction of aggressive 
personality as a determining factor in the frequency of shoplifting. 
Information on this came from items IX and X in the questionnaire. 
This information is summarized in Table XV which is based on Mann-
Whitney U test. The aggressive personality traits are divided at the 
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medium into high and low categories. Means of shoplifting frequencies 
with respect to these two categories are incluqed for more elucic;lation. 
The table indicates that frequencies of shoplifting for high ~ggressive 
personality traits are significantly higher than those for low aggres-
sive personality traits at .026 level of significance. We reject the 




DifFERENCE IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY 
BY AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY TRAITS* 
n Mean z 
High 755 3.51 1.954 
Low 754 .72 
~'( 
Based on Mann-Whitney U test. 
p 
.026 
Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with 
crim;i.nogenic attitudes toward shoplifting in different 
situation$ (as measured by the size of campus town). 
(p = .05) 
This hypothesi$ seeks the relationship of shoplifting behavior as 
a dependent variable with criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting as 
an independent variable when situation ai; measured by the size of cam-
pus town is controlled._ More specifically, the hypothesis seeks the 
degree and the significance of correlation of shoplifting in different 
campus towns. Information on this came from responses to item VIII 
pertaining to criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting, item X ques-
tioning about the shoplifting frequency and the code for campus town on 
the first page of the questionnaire. Four different Spearman Rank 
Correlation Coefficients were computed as presented in Table XVI. As 
is evident, none of them was found to be significant at .05 level. In 







VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH CRIMINOGENIC 
ATTITUDES IN DIFFERENT CAMPUS TOWNS* 
CamEus Towns in Increasing Size.Order 
1 2 3 
367 3.79 389 
.060 .068 .079 
1.141 1.241 1.520 
.191 .. 167 .093 






Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with 
criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting for different 
aggressive personality traits. (p = .05) 
Hypothesis 8 seeks the relationship between the freqt,1encies of 
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shoplifting behavior as a dependent variable and the criminogenic atti-
tudes toward shoplifting as an independent variable. Only this time 
different aggressive personality traits are controlled. More specifi-
cally, this hypothesis seeks the degree and the significance of associ-
ation between shoplifting frequencies and the criminogenic attitudes of 
those students who fall in different quartile categories of aggressive 
personality trai,ts. The hypothesis called for information from re~ 
spouses to items VIII pertaining to criminogenic attitudes toward shop~ 
lifting, item IX which measures aggressive personality traits, and 
item X which throws light on the frequency of shoplifting. Table XVII, 
which is based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis, shows that no 
correlation between shoplifting frequencies and criminogenic attitudes 
toward shqplifting is significant for any quartile of aggressive per-
sonality scores at .05 level of signi;f;icance. Null is, therefore, 
tenable and we reject hypothesis 8 at .05 level of significance. 
Frequencies of shoplifting vary signi,ficantly with 
aggressive personality traits in different situations 
(as measured by size of campus towns). (p = .OS) 
Like the above two hypotheses, this hypothesis also treats shop-
lifting behavior as a dependent variable seeking its relationship with 
aggressive personality traits as the independent variable by control-
ling situation as measured by size of campus town, Information on this 
came from item IX pertaining to aggressive personality traits, item X 
whi~h is concerned with the shoplifting frequencies and the code used 
for campus towns in the questionnaire. Table XVIII presents :four 
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Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficients computed for students from four 
different campus towns. None of these correlation ~oefficients is 
significant at . 05 level of significance. Hypothesh 9 is, tl)erefore, 








VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WI!H 
CRIMINOGENIC ATTITUDE FOR DIFFERENT 
AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY TRAITS 
Aggressive Personalitl Score guartiles 
1 2 3 
377 377 377 
.061 .073 .082 
1.141 1.333 1.550 
.191 .121 .093 
Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis 
Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with 
aggr~ssive personality traits £or different crimino-






Like the previous one, this hypothesis seeks to discover the rela-
tionship between shoplifting frequencies as a dependent variable and 
aggressive pe1,sonality traits, as an independent variable. Only this 
time, cr.iminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting are controlled. More 
specifically, this time, attention is focused on the association of 
shoplifting frequencies with the aggressive personality traits as they 
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fall in four quartile categories 0£ crim~nogenic attitude scores. fol;' 
this hypothesis in~ormation came from responses to item VIII on atti-
tudes toward shoplifting, item IX which is about aggressive personality 
traits, and item X which is pertaining to shopli:l;ting behavior. Table 
XIX presents four Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficients. None of 
these correlation coefficients is significant at .05 level. We, there= 







VARIATlON IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH 
AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY l'R.AiTS IN 
DIFFERENT CAMPUS TOWNS* . 
Cam:eus Towns in Increasing Size Order 
1 2 3 
367 379 389 
.059 .070 .081 
1.141 1.330 1.522 
.191 .121 .093 








VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH AGGRESSIVE 
PERSONALITY TRAITS FOR DIFFERENT 
CR!MINOGENIC ATTITUDES* 
Criminogenic ::Attitl!de Score Quartiles 
1 2 3 




r .062 .069 .080 .080 
'!, 
t 1.141 1.340 1.522 
p .191 .121 .()93 
Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis. 
Freq\lencies of shoplifting vary significantly with 
criminogenic attitudes for relatively high aggressive 
personality traits in relatively high urban situation 
(as measured by the size of campui;; town). (p = .05) 
1.522 
.093 
After haviµg looked at the association of shoplifting freq4ency 
with one independent variable while controlling th~ pther, attention is 
focused in this hypothesis on measl,lring the association of the depend-
ent variable, i.e., shoplifting frequency with one independent variable~ 
i.e.~ attitudes toward shoplifting, while controlling the two other 
independent variables, i.e,, aggressive personality traits and the 
situation (as measured by the size of campus town). Because of the 
nonp~rametric nature of the data no control measures could be used 
other than constructing four indepen<:J.ent tables, each presenting the 
data .from one campus town. Thus, having controlled the situation, each 
table contains controls for the aggressive personality quartiles whiie 
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focusing on the ass9ciation of shoplifting frequencies with the crimi-
nogenic attitudes toward shoplifting. Tables XX, }p{I, XXII, and XXIII, 
which are based on Spearman Ra.nk Correlation Analysis, summarize the 
data to test this hypothesis. Table XX contains the data from Eastern 
Illinois University at Charleston, which is the smallest town in the 
sample (population 10,505). As the table indicates the correlation 
between shoplifting and criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting for 








VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH CRIMINOGENIC 
ATTITUDES :,FOR DIFFERENT AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY 
TRAITS IN CHARLESTON (SIZE 1)* 
Aggressive Persona 1i ti Score guartiles 
1 2 3 
92 92 92 
.130 .178 .178 
1.311 1.268 1.268 
.092 .107 .107 






Again Table XXI, containing the data from MacMurray College at 
Jacksonville which is the second smallest town in the sample (popula~ 
tion 21,691), shows that the correlation between shoplifting 
frequencies and criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting for any 





VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH CRIMINOGENIC 
ATTITUDES FOR DifFERENT AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY 
l'RAITS IN JACKSONVILLE (SIZE 2)* 
Aggressive Personali!;:y Score Quai;-tiles 
1 2 3 
95 95 95 





t 1.311 1.268 1.273 1.273 
p .092 .101 .101 .101 
* Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Anaiysis. 
Table XXII Gontains information from Wisconsin State University at 
Lacrosse which is the third smallest or the second 11;1.rgest town in the 
sample (population, 47,575). As the table indicates in this third 
smallest town, there is no significant correlation at . 05 level between 
the shoplifting frequency and criminogen~c attitudes toward shoplifting 
for the first two quartiles of aggressive personality traits. However, 
a rather low (r = • 249), but signif;i,cant at . 05 level, correb.tion 
appears in the thi~d quartile of the aggressive personality, The same 
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VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH CR!MINOGENIC 
ATTITUDES FOR DIFFERENT AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY 
TR.AJTS IN LACROSSE (SIZE 3) * 
Aggressive Personality Score quartiles 
I 
1 2 3 
97 97 97 
.169 .179 .249 
1.143 1,273 1,673 
.133 .101 .047 






Table XXIII presents the data from Bradley University at Peoria 
which is the largest town in the sample (population, 103,162). As the 
ta.ble indicates, the correlation between shoplifting frequencies and 
criminogenic attitudes is not significant at .05 level for the :first 
quartile of aggressive personality traits. However, a low (r = .321), 
but significant at .QS level, correlation appea-rs for the second quar-
tile of the aggressive personality traits. The same correlation in-
creases to .412 for the third aggressive personality quartile and is 
significant at ,01 level. Tpe same correlat:ioq is still higher 
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(r = .551) for the fourth quartile of the aggressive personality traits 







VARIATION IN SHOfLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH CRIM!NOGENIC 
ATTI'.CUDES FOR DIFFERENT AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY 
TRAITS :j:N PEORIA (SIZE 4)* 
Aggressive Persona 1i ty Score quartiles 
I 
1 2 3 
93 93 94 
.191 .321 .412 
l.523 1.699 2.~77 
.133 .043 .009 






To summarize the findings of the above four tables, it is found 
that the correlatiombetween shoplifting frequency and criminogenic 
attitudes are low and non-significant for any of the aggressive person-
ality quartiles of the two smaller campus towns, but it is found that 
the frequency of shoplifting varies significantly with criminogenic 
attitudes toward shoplifting for high and even for relatively low 
aggressive personality traits in larger campus towp.s. This finding 
goes beyond confirming our hypothesis; hypothesis ii is, therefore, 
tenable and we reject the null. 
frequencies of shoplift:i,.ng vary significantly with 
aggressive personality tl,"aiti; for relatively high 
criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting in relatively 
high urban situation (as meaaured by t11e size of campus 
town). (p • .05) 
After having traced the correlation between shoplifting frequen-
cies and the criminogenic attitudes while controlling the other two 
independent variables, in this hypothesis attention is focused on the 
correlation between the shoplifting frequencies and the aggress:i,.ve 
personality traits with the controls provided for the other two inde-
pendent variables. As was done above, because of the nonparametric 
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nature of the data, four separate tables were cpnstructed to test this 
hypothesis also, each table containing the information from one campus 
town. Each table contains information on the correlation between shop-
lifting frequencies and the aggressive personality traits for each 
criminogenic attitude quartile. Tables XXIV, )O{V, XXVI, and XXVII 
present this information. Table XXIV contains infprmation from Eastern 
Illinois University at Charleston, the smallest town in the sample, As 
the table indicates, none of the corr.elations between shoplifting fre-
quencies and aggressive personality traits for any criminogenic atti-
tude quartile is significant at .05 level. Again Table ~V, which 
contains information about MacMurray College at Jacksonville, the 
second smallest town in the sample, shows that;: none of the correlations 
between shopl:Lfting frequencies and ag~ressive personality traits for 
any criminogenic attitude quartile ave significant at .05 level. 
Table XXVI contains information from Wisconsin State University at 
Lacrosse, which is the second largest campus town in the sample. As 
the table indicates, for the first two quartiles of criminogenic atti-








VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH AGGRESSIVE 
PERSONALITY TRAITS FOR DIFFERENT CRIMINOGENIC 
ATTITUDES IN CHARLESTON (SIZE 1)* . 
Criminogenic Attitude Quartiles 
1 2 3 
92 92 92 
.064 .071 .071 
1.294 1.313 1.571 
.100 .101 .081 






VARIATION IN SHOPLIF'J:ING FREQUENCY WITH AGGRESSIVE 
PERSONALITY TRAITS FOR DIFFERENT CRIMIN.OGENIC 
ATTITUDES IN JACKSONVILLE (SIZE 2)°1c 
Criminogenic Attitude Quartiles 
1 2 3 
95 95 95 
.067 .064 ,080 
1. 297 1.311 1.581 
.101 .101 .079 



















VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUE:NCY WITH AGGRESSIVE 
PERSONALI'I,'Y TRAITS FOR DIFFERENT CRIMINOGENIC 
ATTITUDES ~N LACROSSE (SIZE 3)* 
C~iminosenic Attitude Quartiles 
1 2 3 
97 97 97 
.078 .081 .Z]8 
1.647 1.571 1.671 
.058 .081 .049 






VARLA.TION IN SHOPLH'TING FREQUENCY WITH AGGRESSIVE 
PERSONALITY TRAITS FOR DIFFERENt CRIMINOGENIC 
ATTITUDES IN PEORIA (SIZE 4)* 
Criminosenic Attitude Quartiles 
I 
1 2 3 
93 93 94 
.088 ,245 .543 
1,570 1. 71;2 2.391 
.081 ,041 .009 













personality traits are low and are not significant at .05 level. How-
ever, the same correlation for the third and the fourth quartiles of 
criminogenic attitudes, though still low (.278 and .299 respectivel:r), 
is significant at .05 level. 
Table XXV!I contains information from Bradley University at Peoria 
which is the largest town in the sample, As th~ table indicates, the 
correlation between shoplifting frequencies and aggressive personality 
traits i.s not significant at .05 level for the first quartile of crim-
inogenic attitudes. However, a low (r = .245), but significant at .05 
level, correlation i.s fl'mnd for the second quart:Lle of the cri~inogenic 
attitudes. The same correlation increases to .543 for the third quar-
tile of the oriminogenic attitudes and is significant at .01 level, 
This correlation further increases to .561 for the 4th quartile of 
criminogenic attitudes and is significant at .01 level. 
To summarize the findings of the above four tables, it is found 
that the correlations between shopUfting frequencies and aggressive 
personality traits are low and non-signi:fiicant for any criminogenic 
attitude quartile for the two smaller campus towns; but it is fo1,1nd 
that frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with aggressive 
personality traits for high and even relabive'.)..y low criminogenic atti-
tudes toward shoplifting in relatively larger campus towns. This find-
ing actually goes beyond proving our hypothesis. The null hypqth~sis 
is, therefore, not tenable in this case. 
Patterns of Shoplifting Among College Students 
Shoplifting behavior in society is a universe in itself. Sbop-
lifting behavior of the college students is only a sub-unive~se thereof. 
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It is suggested here that it is through studying the sub-universes that 
one may be able to estimate the larger universe of any given crime in 
society. Thus, this less ambitious effort may only be a prelude to 
more ambitious attempts by future researchers. 
There are, at least, three questions which one can raise about the 
structure of the universe of any crime. First is the question of the 
number of proportions of criminals. Second is the question of the fre= 
quency of crime; and third is the question of the extent of loss in-
curred by the crime. All these questions are posed in the questionnaire 
and are answered systematically by the data as analyzed in the follow-
ing pages. 
How Many 
How ma.ny students are involved :j..n shoplifting? Item X was includ-
ed in the questionnaire to answer this question which simply seeks to 
determine what proportion of college students engage in the behavior o:I; 
shoplifting. This is a double-barrelled question. On one hand it 
seeks the 13.bsolute number of proportion of those who had ever engaged 
in shoplifting since they came to college, and on the other hand it 
seeks to determine the relative number or proportion of students who 
shoplifte.d during the semester covered by the study. ltem X in the 
questionnaire was, therefore, divided in two parts. Item x1 relates to 
the absolute number or proportion of the shoplifters, and item x2 per-
tains to the relative proportion of the shoplifters during the semester 
studied. As is evident, both questions belong to the same generic 
issue: How many are involved? Apd yet, they are distinct from each 
other because whosoever was engaged in shoplifting since he or she came 
96 
to college must not have done this act during the semester studied and 
vice versa. 
Tables XX.VIII, XX.IX, and XXX are constructed to compute the abso-
lute proportions of shoplifters in the samp:I.e. Table XXX, which is 
based upon the information contained in Tables XXVIII and XXIX, shows 
that 691 out of a total of 1,509 or 46.37% of the students in the 
sample committed shoplifting at least once since they came to college. 
This is the absolute proportion of shoplifters in the sample. A con-
fidence interval computed at .05 level shows that the universe percent-
age lies between± 5.234 from 46.37 the sample perGentage computed 
above (t = 1.871). This means, the sample representativeness granted, 
the absolute percentage of shoplifters among college going population 
in this society is between 41.136 and 51.604. The same table also 
shows that the absolute proportion of ~irl shoplifters (48.16%) is 
slightly higher than that of boys (44.58%). The difference between the 
two proportions is not ~ignificant at .05 lev~l (t = .472). However, 
it is found that the p:t;'oportion of student shoplifters fi:-om larger town 
campuses (55.43%) is significantly larger at .05 level (t = 6.91.5) than 
the proportion of student shoplifters (37 .31%) from sroall town campuseso 
The last column in Table XXX shows that the absolute proportion of 
shoplifting students grows steac,lily froro 8.81% in the first semester to 
69.62% in the 8th and the last semester in college. This addition with 
ea.ch semester in college suggests that as a student goes through semes-
ters in college, each semester adds to the number of his cohorts who 
committed shopl,Lftin$, so that in each succeeding semester there is a 
higher proportion of student shopliftei;-s than that in the preceding 
semester. 
TABLE XXVIII 
Nl.JMBER Al\il) PROPORTION TO TOTAL BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED 
AT LEAST ONCE SINCE THEY CAME TO COLLEGE (SMALL TOWN CAMPUSES) 
Semestsrs in 
Eastern Illinois University MacMurrai College Total 
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 
1 N l 
2 3 l 1 2 2 3 5 
% 4.31 7.31 5.81 5.10 4.00 4.50 4. 70 5.65 5.17 
2 
N 4 3 7 3 3 6 7 6 13 
% 14.11 12.85 13.48 10.17 12.50 11.33 12.14 12.67 12.40 
3 
N 6 6 12 4 5 9 10 11 21 
% 20.81 23.19 22.00 15 .09 21.37 18 .23 22.95 22.28 22.61 
4 N 8 
7 15 7 6 13 15 13 28 
% 27.13 29. 32 28. 22 33.33 26.79 30.50 30.23 28.05 29 .14 
5 
N 10 12 22 9 10 19 19 22 41 
% 40.25 57.98 49 .11 54.37 40.00 42.68 42,81 48,99 45 .90 
6 
N ll 14 25 10 10 20 21 24 45 
io 47.97 70.00 58.98 50.00 41.15 45 .52 48.98 55.57 52.27 
7 
N 12 14 26 12 11 33 24 25 49 
% 50.00 59.31 54.60 50.00 50.00 50.00 50,00 54,65 52.32 
8 N 
13 16 29 13 13 26 26 29 55 
% 54.89 64~35 59.12 63.00 50.10 56.55 59094 47.22 53.58 
Total N 
65 74 13.9 73 69 142 138 143 281 
% 34043 40.88 37,65 3fL82 36,12 37.47 36,12 38050 .37 0 31 
TABLE XX.IX 
NUMBER A..cJ."'J"D PROPORTION TO TOT..AL BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED 
AT LEAST. ONCE SINCE THEY CAME TO COLLEGE (LARGE TOWN CAMPUSES) 
Semesters in Wisconsin State Universit~ Bradley Universiti Total 
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 
1 N 3 3 6 4 2 6 7 5 12 
% 11.11 12.51 11.81 16. 71 9 .51 13.11 13.91 11.01 12.46 
2 N -4 5 9 6 4 10 10 9 19 
% 16.66 21.31 18.98 24. 71 27.10 25.90 20.68 24.20 22.44 
3 N 8 7 15 10 9 19 18 16 34 
% 30.12 27 .91 29.01 40.12 36.00 38.06 35 .12 31.95 33.53 
4 N 12 13 25 14 14 28 26 27 53 % 43.51 65.00 54.25 49.35 56.01 52.68 46.43 60.50 53.46 
5 N .. 15 15 30 17 18 35 32 33 65 
% 65.35 58. 71 67.03 85.00 87.11 86.05 75.17 72.91 74.04 
6 N 17 17 34 18 19 37 35 36 71 % 67.01 81.30 74.15 70.91 91.21 81.06 68.96 86.25 77.60 
7 
N 18 19 37 19 20 39 37 39 76 
% 71.89 62.33 67 .11 95.00 .80. 00 87 .50 83.44 71.16 72.30 
8 .N 19 20 39 21 20 41 40 40 80 % 76.00 90.99 83.49 84. 71 90.99 87 .85 80.35 90.99 80.62 
Total N 9-6 99 195 109 106 215 205 205 410 IJ 
% 47. 71 59.05 53.38 58.39 56.59 57 .49 53.05 57.82 55.43 0 
TA.Bi,E XXX 
NUMBER AND PROPORTION 'IO TOTAL B:f SEX AI\lD SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED 
AT LEAST ONCE SINCE THEY CAliffi TO COLLEGE (TOTAL SAMPLE) 
Semesters in Small TO\,ffi Cam:eus2s Large 
To,;,m CamEuses_ Total 
College Ma.le Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 
N ... 3 5 7 5 12 9 8 17 1 L. 
% 4.70 5.65 5.17 13 .91 11.01 12.46 9.30 8.33 8.81 
2 N 7 6 13 10 9 19 17 15 32 
% 12.14 12.67 12.40 20.68 24.20 21"'.44 16.41 18 .43 17 .42 
3 N 10 11 21 18 16 34 28 27 55 
% 22.95 22.28 22.61 35 .12 31.95 33.53 29 .03 27.11 28.07 
4 N 15 13 
28 26 27 53 41 40 81 
% 30.23 28 .05 29 .14 46.43 60.50 53.46 38 .33 44.27 41.30 
-\ 
5 N 19 22 41 
32 33 65 51 55 106 
% 42.81 48.99 45 .90 75 .17 72.91 74.04 58.94 60.90 59.92 
6 N 
21 24 45 35 36 71 56 60 116 
% 48.98 55.57 52.27 68 .96 86.25 77 .60 58.97 70.90 64.93 
7 N 
24 25 49 37 39 76 61 64 125 
% 50.00 54.65 52.32 83.44 71.16 72.30 66. 72 62.90 64.81 
8 N 
26 29 55 40 40 80 66 69 135 
% 59.94 47.22 53.58 80.35 90.99 80.62 70.14 69 .10 69.62 
Total N 138 143 281 205 205 410 343 348 691 \! 
% 3-6.12 38 .50 37,31 53.05 57 .82 55.43 44.58 48.16 46.37 \! 
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Tables XXXI, XXXII, and XXXIII are constructed to show the rela-
tive proportion of student shoplifters during the semester under study. 
Table XXXIII which is based on information contained in Tables XX.XI and 
XXXII shows that during the semester under study ·17.26 of the total 
students in the sample engaged in shoplifting at least once. The con-
fidence interval computed to estimate the universe proportion shows 
that the universe proportion falls between:±;. .96% from 17 .26 at .05 
level (t = 1..910). Girls relative proportion 16.85% is slightly lower 
than that of boys with 17.67%. The difference between the two is not 
significant at . 05 level (t = .126), However, the relative proportion 
of student shoplifters from large town campuses (28.23%) is found to be 
significantly larger at . 05 level (t = 3. 210) than the proportion of 
student shoplifters from small town campuses (6. 29%). The last column 
in 'Table XXXIII showi, that starting with a low of 8.81%, the proportion 
of student shoplifters grows to a maximum of 32.26% in the 6th semester 
after which it declines to 15.36% in the 7th semester and further to 
6.51%, in the 8th and last semester. Thus, while the absolute proporµ 
tion of student shopl:i,.fters is cumulative, the rE;\lative proportion 
shows a maxi'mu.m in the sixth i:;emester after which it declines toward 
tlriu~ end of the semesters in college. 
'faken together the above two sets of information explain: 
1.. Close to 50% of college students shoplift at least once 
duri.ng their college career. 
2. During any given semester over all about 17% students 
engage in shoplifting at least once. 
TABLE XX.XI 
Nw.'1BER AND PROPORTION TO TOTAL BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED 
AT LEAST ONCE D~JR.I:NG 'C'-IB SEMESTER UNDER STUDY (SMALL TOWN CA.i""1PUSES) 
Semesters in Eastern Illinois University 
MacMurray College Total 
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 
l 
N l 2 3 1 1 2 2 3 5 
% 4.31 7.31 5.81 5.10 4.00 4.50 4.70 5.65 5.17 
2 N 2 1 3 
2 l 3 4 2 6 
% 8.61 3.62 6.11 7.31 6.20 6. 75 7.96 4.91 6.43 
3 
N 2 2 4 1 2 3 3 4 7 
% 9.13 7.20 8.16 3.22 7.23 5.22 6.17 7 .21 6.69 
,4 N 2 3 5 2 1 3 4 4 8 
% 10.10 13.81 11.95 1-0 .11 4.51 7.31 10.10 9 .f6 9.63 
5 
N 2 4 6 2 3 5 4 7 11 
% 7.14 20 .1-0 13.62 10.01 8.91 9 .46 8 .57 14.50 16.53 
6 N 1 
2 3 l 1 2 2 3 5 
% 5.21 10.00 7.60 4.10 4.51 4.35 4.65 7.25 5 ."95 
7 
N 0 1 1 l 0 1 1 1 2 
% -0.00 3.81 1.95 3.80 0.00 1.90 1.90 1.95 1.92 
N 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 3 .L 8 
% 4.32 4.22 4.27 0.00 3. 70 1.80 2.16 3.96 3.06 
N 11 16 27 10 10 20 21 26 47 I-Total C 
% 6010 8. 75 7 042 5.45 4.88 5.16 5 0 77 6 .81 6.29 I-
'IAELE XXXII 
NG"MBER Al\1-YJ PROPORTION TO 'IO'IAL BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF TEfOSE WiiO SHOPLIFTED 
AT. LEAST ONCE DUR I'.>1G Tl-':E SEMESTER Ul'l"DER STUl)Y (LARGE TOWN CAMPUSES) 
Semssters in Wisconsin State Universitv Bradley University Total 
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 
1 N 3 3 6 4 2 6 7 5 12 
% 11.11 12.51 11.81 16.71 9 .51 13.11 13.91 11.01 12.46 
2 N 2 2 4 5 4 9 7 6 13 
% 9.30 10.51 9.90 24.12 14. 70 19 .41 16.71 12.60 14.65 
3 N 5 5 10 5 5 10 10 10 20 % 16.62 20.32 18 .47 20.01 20.01 20.01 18.31 20.16 19 .23 
4 N 8 5 13 8 9 17 16 14 30 % 33.41 25 .01 29.21 34. 71 33.50 34.10 34.06 29.29 31.67 
5 N 10 10 20 13 12 25 23 22 45 
% 48.73 40.60 44.66 58.33 54.12 56.21 53 • .53 47 .36 51.44 
6 N 
13 10 23 15 16 31 28 26 54 
% 50.00 49. 70 49.80 60.21 74.41 67.31 55.10 62.05 58.57 
7 N 7 6 13 9 5 
14 16 11 27 
% 27.32 18 .51 23.41 49.42 20.00 34.71 38.37 19 .25 28.81 
8 N 1 3 4 
2 3 5 3 6 9 
% 4.01 13,32 8.66 9.20 13.32 11.26 6.60 13.32 9.96 
N 49 44 93 61 56 117 110 100 210 1-Total C 
% 25.06 23.81 24.43 34.09 29.95 32.02 29.57 26.88 28.23 I' 
TABLE XXXIII 
NUMBER AND PROPORTION TO TOTAL BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED 
AT LEAST ONCE Di'.JR.ING THE SEMESTER UNDER SWDY (TOTAL SA.i.'1PLE) 
Semesters in . Small Town Cam:euses Large Town Cam:euses Total 
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 
1 N 2 3 5 7 5 
12 9 8 17 
% 4.70 5 .65 5 .17 13.91 11.01 12.46 9.30 8.33 8.81 
2 N 4 2 6 7 6 13 11 8 19 % 7.96 4.91 6.43 16. 71 12.60 14.65 12.33 8.75 10.52 
3 N 3 4 7 
10 10 20 13 14 27 
% 6.17 7.21 6.69 18.31 20.16 19.23 12.24 13.68 12.96 
4 
N 4 4 8 16 14 30 20 18 38 
% 10.10 9.16 9.63 34.06 29.29 31.67 22.08 19 .22 20.65 
5 N 4 7 
11 23 22 45 27 29 5~ 
.'7., 8.57 14.50 16 .53 53.63 47.36 51.44 31.10 30.93 31.01 
6 N 
2 3 5 28 26 54 30 29 59 
% 4.65 7.25 5.95 55.10 62.05 58.57 29 .87 34.65 32.26 
7 
N 1 1 2 16 11 27 17 12 29 
% l.90 1.95 1.92 38 .37 19. 25 28 .81 20.13 10.60 15. 36 
8 N 
l 2 3 3 6 9 4 8 12 
% 2.16 3.96 3.06 6.60 13.32 9.96 4.38 8.64 6 .51 
N 21 26 47 110 100 210 131 126 257 .. Total 29.57 28.23 17 .67 16.85 17.26 C % 5 077 6.81 6.29 26.88 ~ 
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Frequency of Shoplifting 
I 
Information about the second question - that of the frequency of 
shoplifting - came from responses to item XI in the qu~stionnaire. 
Actual and mean frequencies are presented in Tables XXXIV, XXXV, and 
XXXVI. Table XXXVI which is based on tpe information contained in 
Tables XXXIV and XXXV shows that the total number of actual incidents 
of shoplifting in the sample was 1,434. The m~rginal computation~ show 
that the mean frequency of shoplifting per cell in the sample was 22.4. 
Dividing 22.4 the mean frequency per cell in the sample into 23.57 the 
mean number of cases per cel.1 in the sample (Table IV) gives us .95 
which is the shoplifting frequency per student in the sample during the 
semester under study. A confidence interval constructed around this 
mean shows that the universe mean may fall between± .101 from this 
mean at .05 level (t = 2,011). The same table shows that the girls' 
mean frequency per cell in the sample is 23.31, which is slightly 
higher than that of the boys with 21.50. The difference between the 
two means is not significant at .05 level (t = .325). Table XXXV shows 
tbat the mean frequency of shoplifting in urban campuses is 50.50 which 
is far higher than 4.31, the mean frequency per cell in non-urban 
campuses (Table XXXIV). The differenc;e between the two is significant 
at .001 level (t - 8.291). 4able XXXVI also indicates that tQe mean 
frequency of shoplifting per cell for the first semester students in 
the sample is 8.5. This continuously increases until it reaches a 
maximum of 35.75 for the 5th semester students in the sample, after 
which it declines to 14.88 for the 8th or the last semester students. 
TABLE XXXIV 
SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED 
DURING THE SEMESTER UNDER STUDY (SMALL TOWN CAMPUSES) 
Semester in Eastern Illinois MacMurrai Total. Mean 
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female 
1 2 2 4 2 3 5 4 5 9 2.0 2.5 
2 3 1 4 3 4 7 6 5 11 3.0 2.5 
3 3 4 7 4 5 9 7 9 16 3.5 4.5 
4 8 11 19 8 9 17 16 . 20 36 8.0 10.0 
5 10 9 19 10 9 19 20 18 38 10.0 9.0 
6 4 6 10 4 5 9 8 10 18 4.0 5.0 
7 0 2 2 3 0 3 3 5 8 1.5 2.5 
8 1 1 2 0 2 2 1 1 2 0.5 0.5 
Total 31 36 67 34 37 71 65 73 138 32.5 36.5 



























· ... ·;-SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED 
DURING TBE SEMESTER UNDER STUDY (LARGE TOWN CAMPUSES) 
Semester in Wisconsin State Bradlei Universitl Total Mean 
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female 
1 12 14 26 17 16 33 29 30 59 14.5 15 .o 
2 20 19 39 25 29 54 45 48 93 22.5 24.0 
3 31 29 60 37 33 70 68 62 130 34.0 31.0 
4 50 53 103 49 66 115 99 119 218 49.5 59.5 
5 52 61 113 65 70 135 117 131 248 88.5 65.5 
6 57 60 117 61 59 120 118 119 237 59.0 59 .5 
7 40 49 89 49 56 J.05 89 105 194 49.5 51.5 
8 21 18 39 37 41 78 58 59 117 29 .o 29.5 
Total 283 303 586 340 370 710 623 673 1296 316.5 38-6.5 



























SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY-BY SEX AND SCHOOLOF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED 
. DURING THE SEMESTER UNDER STUDY {T-OTAL SAMPLE) 
Semester in Small Town CamEuses Large Town CamEuses Total Mean 
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Mean 
l 4 5 '9 29 30 59 33 35 68 8.25 8.75 17 .00 8.5 
2 6 5 11 4-S 48 93 51 53 104 12. 75 13.25 26.00 13.00 
3 7 9 16 68 62 130 75 71 146 18. 75 17.75 36.50 18.25 
0 
4 16 20 36 99 119 218 115 139 254 28. 75 34. 75 63.50 31.75 
5 20 18 38 117 131 248 137 149 286 34.25 37.25 71.50 35.75 
6 8 10 18 118 119 237 126 129 255 31.50 32.25 63.75 31.88 
7 3 5 8 89 105 194 92 110 202 23.00 27.50 50.50 25.25 
8 1 1 2 58 59 117 59 60 119 14. 75 15.00 29.75 14.88 
Total 65 73 138 623 673 1296 688 746 1434 172.00 186.50 358 .50 179.25 
Mean 8.13 9.13 17.25 77.88 84.13 162.00 86.00 93.25 179.25 21.50 23.31 44.81 22.40 
Loss Incurred by Shoplifting Among 
College Students 
108 
This is the third question raised about the universe of sh9plift-
ing. Here loss is measured in terms of values of shoplifted items in 
dollars. The answer to this question came from item XII in the ques-
tionnaire. Tables XXXVII,. XXXVIII, and ,OCXIX are constructed for this 
purpose. These tables are based on the information about the total 
vall,1e in dollars of the items shoplifted during the semester. Table 
XXXIX, which is based on the information contained in Tables ;xxxvII and 
XXXVIII, shows that the total loss incurred by the shoplifting students 
in the sample during this one semester under study was $2,972.00, or 
close to three thousand dollars. Marginal computation shows that the 
mean loss incurred per cell in the sample was $46.40. This divided by 
22 .4, the mean frequency of shopiifting per cell in the sample, gives 
us the mean loss of $2.07 per case of shoplifting in the sample. 
Because, as computed above, the shoplifting frequency per student in 
the sample is .953 or very close to 1, we may say that the mean loss 
incurred per student per incipent in the sample was $2.07. A confi-
dence interval constructed around this mean loss per frequency at .05 
level shows that the universe mean may be off by± .56 (t = 2.003). 
Table XXXIX also indicates that $47.18 or the mean loss incurred 
by girls per cell in t~e sample is slightly larger than that of boys 
with $45.63. Difference between the two is not significant at ,05 
level (t = .372). 
Table XXXVUI indicates that th~ mean loss incurred per cell in 
the large town campuses is $84.06, which i,s far larger than $8.75, the' 
mean loss incurred per cell in the smaq town c;:ampuses (Table XXXVII). 
TABLE XXXVII 
TOTAL DOLLAR VALUE OF ITEMS SHOPLIFTED DURING THE 
SEMESTER UNDER STUDY {SMALL TOWN CAMPUSES) 
Semester in Eastern Illinois MacMurray Total Mean 
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Mean 
1 4 3 7 3 7 10 7 10 17 3.5 5.0 -8. 5 4.25 
2 5 2 7 8 7 15 1.3 9 22 6.5 4.5 11.0 5 .50 
3 5 4 9 16 9 25 21 13 34 10.5 6.5 l} .0 8.50 
4 15 20 35 10 20 30 25 40 65 12.5 20.0 32.5 16.25 
5 15 13 28 18 15 33 33 28 61 16.5 14.0 30.5 15 .25 
6 25 9 34 10 12 22 35 21 56 17.5 10.5 28.0 14.00 
7 0 2 2 8 0 8 8 2 10 4. -0 1.0 5.0 2.50 
8 2 3 5 0 10 10 2 13 15 1.0 6.5 7.5 3.75 
Total 71 5-6 127 73 80 153 144 136 280 72.0 68.0 140.0 70.00 
Mean 8.88 7.00 15.88 9.13 10.00 19 .13 18.00 17.00 35 .00 9.00 8.50 17 .so 8.75 
TABLE XXXVIII 
TOTAL DOLLAR VALUE OF ITEMS SHOPLIFTED DURING THE 
SEMESTER UJ'.\!1>ER STUDY (LARGE TOWN CAMPUSES) 
Semester in Wisconsin State Eradlei Universiti Total Mean 
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Mean 
1 23 32 55 36 39 75 54 71 120 29.5 35.5 60.0 30 • .00 
2 55 35 90 57 61 118 112 96 208 56.0 48.0 104.0 52.00 
3 60 61 121 81 73 154 141 134 275 70.5 67.0 132 .50 66.75 
4 91 85 176 93 121 214 184 206 390 92.0 103.0 195.0 97 .50 
5 105 135 240 145 131 27£, 250 266 516 125 .o 133.0 253.0 126.50 
6 120 125 245 117 137 254 237 262 499 118 .5 131.0 249 .50 124. 75 
7 95 81 176 110 138 248 205 219 424 102.5 109.5 212.00 106.-00 
8 39 34 73 89 78 107 128 112 240 65.0 56.0 120.0 60.00 
Total 588 586 1174 728 788 1516 1316 1376 2692 653.0 688.0 1346.0 673.00 
Mean 73.5 73.25 146.75 91.00 98.50 189.50 164.5 171.75 336.25 82.25 88.88 168.13 84.06 
TABLE XXXIX 
TOTAL DOLIAR VALUE OF ITEMS SHOPLIFTED DURING THE 
SEMESTER UNDER STUDY ( TOTAL SAMPLE) 
S ... Small emestar in Town Campuses Large Town Campuses Total Mean 
College Male. Fama le Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Mean 
1 7 10 17 59 71 120 66 81 147 16.5 20.25 36.75 18 .38 
2 13 9 22 112 96 208 125 105 230 31.25 26.25 -S7 .50 28.75 
3 21 13 36 141 136 275 162 147 309 40.5 36. 75 77.25 38.63 
4 25 40 65 184 206 390 209 246 455 52. 25 61.5 113. 75 56.88 
5 33 28 61 250 266 516 283 294 577 70.75 75 .3 144.25 72.13 
6 35 21 56 237 262 499 272 283 555 63.0 70. 75 138. 75 69.38 
7 8 2 10 205 219 424 213 221 434 53.25 55.25 108 .so 54.25 
8 2 13 15 128 112 240 130 125 255 32.5 31.25 68. 75 34.38 
Total 144 136 280 1316 1376 2692 1460 1512 2972 315.0 378.0 743.00 371.50 
Mean 18.00 17.00 35.00 164.S 171.75 336.25 182.S 18.75 371.25 45.63 47.18 92.81 46.40 
U2 
Difference between the two means is significant at .001 level (t = 
8. 691). 
Table XXXIX also shows that the mean loss incurred by shoptifting 
in the sample increases from a low of $18.38 for the first semester 
students to a maximum of $72.13 for the 5th semester students in the 
sample after which this declines to $54.25 for the 7th semester stu-
dents and further to $34.38 for the 8th or final semester students in 
the sample. 
Summary of Findings op the Structure 
of Shoplifting Universe 
The above information shows that the absolute proportion of those 
who ever shoplifted since they came to college is slightly over 46%, 
but the relative proportion of those who were actively engaged in shop-
lifting during the semester under study was close to 17%. No signifi-
cant differences are found to exist between the sexes with respect to 
absolute and relative proportions of student shoplifters, frequencies 
of shoplifting and the iosses incurred by shopliftin~, even though 
girls score consistently higher in each respect except for the relative 
proportion of shoplifters during the semester under study. However, 
students from urban campuses are found to score consistently and sig-
nifica.ntly higher than the ones from the nonurban campuses in each 
respect. Also, the breakdown, of students in the sample according to 
their semester classification in the college shows that with the 
exception of the absolute proportion of shoplifting students, which is 
cumulative, shoplifting behavior shows a mfl.ximum for the 5th and 6th 
semester students in each respect. 
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Mean frequency of shoplifting is found to be slightly less than 
one per student and the m~an loss incurred per incident of shoplifting 
per student is found to be slightly above two dollars. 
CHAPTER VI 
INTERPRE'rATION OF THE FINDINGS 
Scientific enquiry which can start with building a theory and 
developing a methodology does not stop at the collection of the data. 
To complete a scientific research one has to, further, look into the 
meanings of this analysis and whether or not these meanings fit the 
meanings conveyed by the theory. It is only when there is a complete 
fit between the two that one may generalize from the analysis of the 
data, and to the extent that the data does not conform with the theory 
some modifications have to be made in the theory or it has to be 
rejected depending on how good the fit is •. Keeping this in mind, 
effort is made in this chapter to interpret the data on shoplifting 
among college students in terms of the theoretical model developed in 
this study to explain crime causation and crime selection. 
Limitations 
But, before we even try to compare these ftndings with the theo-
retical model, we may look into some of the weaknesses which might 
contaminate to a greater or a lesser extent these generalizations. 
First, the method of self report as used in criminology has its 
own weaknesses. Some of the advantages of this method over the use of 
official statistics on crime have already been discussed in the preced-
ing pages. Its limitations are now discussed in this section. 
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In any method of self report, especially in the one which aims at 
discovering the "hidden" pattern of interaction like sex, and crime, 
there is a probability that the total response will unQer-represent the 
true universe. As Goode and H.att pointed out, there is considerable 
controversy among social scientists as to whether responses to anony-
mous questionnaires are frank. 1 One may get some relief from the 
assumption that in a group in which individuals came out of their own 
choice to respond to the questionnaire, there seems to exist sufficient 
interest among these individuals toward the research. This may result 
in more frank responses from them. Still, an individual in a group 
filling out a questionnaire along with his or her friends and acquaint-
ances around may not be fully assured of complete anonymity which is so 
true in the case of response to the mailed questionnaire.
2 
The dilemma 
of under-representation, then, remains unsolved. The greater amount of 
confidence which one may have in the method of self report is only 
relative to the use of official statistics on crime. 
Second is the question of the representativeness of the sample. 
With 1,509 cases, the sample size seems to be adequate, therefore no 
test for adequacy of .the sample was given. Yet, in spite of the seem-
ing adequacy of sample, confidence in the adequacy remains an unknown 
quantity. 
Moreover, adequacy of the sample alone does not imply complete 
representativeness of the sample. Representativeness of the sample 
means adequate sample size plus sufficient stratification of the sample 
in accordance with the complex structure of the universe. Random sam-
pling in science does not simply mean reaching a population bias free 
and pick a small part of it. In fact, any random sampling takes into 
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account all the possible and kn<;>wn d:i,fferences inside the given uni-
verse and to select adequately as to the size from each different 
component of that universe. This is exactly what was not possible to 
do in the case of the sample drawn for this study because of lack of 
resources on the part of the writer. The sample was drawn only from 
four colleges, which are too few to adequately represent all the col-
leges in the society. This seems to be a serious limitation on gener-
alization from the averages computed on per college basis. Moreov~r, 
all thes,e colleges are situated i.n roughly the northern half of the 
rnidwest which is too limited a culture area to cover the whole college 
subculture in the society. Also, only two dichotomies - one urban/ 
nonurban and the other private/state - were used to control for the 
differences among colleges; whereas, they may also differ along such 
dichotomies as denominational/nondenominational, coeducational/noncoed-
ucational, agricultural and mechanical/liberal a,rts and sciences, and 
so on. All these differences in colleges are expected to a;f fec t the 
attitud~ and behavior of students. Insofar as these factors were not 
considered there is somethipg left to be accounted for in the repre~ 
sentativeness and hence in the randomness of the sample. 
Thi.rd is the ques ti.on of generalization from the findings of shop-
lifting among college students abqut the universe of crime tn society. 
As mentioned above, shoplifting among college students is a subuniverse 
of shoplifting in general which is in itself a subuniverse of crime in 
society. Even if the data from shoplifting among coliege students fit 
the model explaining crime in general, there still have to be many more 
adequat~ numbers of representative studies on different crimes to 
generalize from them with confidence. 
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Thus~ the findings of this study are not complete1y bia$ free. 
They have their own weaknesses. What follows, then, must be rea,d keep-
ing in mind the above limitations. 
Discussion 
Because this project is mainly concerned with the etiology of 
crime, the main focus of attention in this chapter will be on the 
interpretation of the etiological data analyzed in the last chapter. 
Toward the end discussion is included on the structure of the universe 
of crime under study. However, little generalization can be expected 
from this discussion becau$e of lack of any model to compare these 
findings with and because, as will be evident soon, any universe of 
crime has its own particular structure and this is how it differs from 
other crimes. The struct1,+re of the universe of shoplifting among 
college students may not coincide and may even differ markedly from 
the more general structure of shoplifting in society. This point will 
be further elaborated upon later. 
I'he model developed in the preceding pages deals with three fac-
tors which are exclusively necessary for the selection and commission 
of crime. These are: 
1. Situation in terms of its ecological setting which is 
conducive for a limited number of crimes. 
2. Attitude which favors the commission of some specific 
crime and which is provoked by the presence of the spe-
cific criminogenic _object in the ecological setting of 
the situation, and~ · 
. 
3. Aggressive personality which weighs the degree of oppor-
tunity provided by the situation in terms of its ecologi-
cal setting. 
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The exclusive necessity of the above three factors was presented 
in Hypothesis 1. Thus Hypothesis 1, after it is accepted, isolates 
these three factors from a bunch of other factors whicp may be general~ 
ly expected to affect student behavior in society but which, after 
being rejected as irrelevant, establish the exclusive tmportance of 
these three factors in shoplifting. These factors which we rejected 
by accepting Hypothesis 1 are all objective and include the nature of 
home town, nature of college, family background, and sex, They may 
play important roles in affecting the subjective characteristics of the 
students. But this is beyond the point. What is more relevant is that 
they do not seem to have any direct bearing on the shoplifting behavior 
of the college students. 
Hypotheses 2, 5, and 6 were only logical exten~ions and further 
elaborations of Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 2, pealing with situation (as 
measured by the size of campus town), togethe~ with Hypothesis 5 deal-
ing with criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting and Hypothesis 6 
dealing with aggressive personality traits of the students, determine 
the direction of the influences of these three factors taken individual~ 
ly on the shoplifting behavior of the students. It is established that 
larger size campus towns, higher criminogeny toward shoplifting in 
attitude, and higher amount of aggression in personality, taken indi-
vidually are associated with higher frequency of s~oplifting. Hypoth-
eses 1, 2, 5, and 6 taken together still do not assign causation to any 
one of these three factors. What is established is only this, that the 
above three factors in themselves taken individually are most conducive 
of all factors pertaining to the shoplifting behavior of the college 
students. 
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Not to side track but only to establish the source(s) of crimino-
genic attitude toward shoplifting among college students, Hypotheses 3 
and 4 were formulated in order to verify the assumption that crimino-
genic attitudes toward specific objects are subculture bound. More 
specifically Hypothesis 3 was formulated in order to prove the exist-
ence of criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting in the college sub-
culture, and Hypothesis 4 was formulated to prove that the college 
subculture is a factor in generating attitudes toward shoplifting. 
Hypothesis 3 was accepted and shows that when different crimes are 
rank ordered in seriousness shoplifting stands close to the bottom as 
rated by the students. Hypothesis 4 was accepted and proves that 
college subculture is a factor in generating crim:i,nogenic attitudes 
toward shoplifting with the other two factors, i.e., size of home town 
and size of campus town, which are also found to be significant in 
generating these attitudes. But, far from challenging our model, this 
finding on one hand reinforces the belief in the state~ent made in 
developing the theoretical frame of reference that the subcultural 
segments in a complex society are not encapsulated wholes. Rather they 
are partly overlapping and keep their doors open for a two-way traffic 
of influences among neighboring segments. On the other hand this find-
ing not only confirms the role a situation plays in provoking crimino-
genic attitudes but also adds that situation (size of home town and 
size of campus town in this case) may generate criminogenic attitudes 
that may find refuge in a certain subculture which may itself be rais-
ing attitudes of the same breed. 
Hypotheses 7 through 12 were the ones seeking causal relationship 
between the three independent variables isolated above and the 
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shoplifting behavior of the students treated as a dependent yariable. 
More specifically, Hypotheses 7 through 10 seek causation by pairipg 
the independent variables. The untenability and the subsequent rejec~ 
tion of these four hypotheses confirt11s the propos:i,tion which rejects 
causation assigned t;o any one or any two of the above factors. 
Hypotheses 11 and 12 are the most important ones in the whole 
study. As accepted they prove that shoplifting frequency is positively 
associated with the .three independent variables only when they are 
considered together. However, the data analyzed above go beyond simply 
proving these hypotheses. The fact that in Peoria, the largest campus 
town in the sample, highly significant correlations are found even for 
the second quartiles of the aggressive personality and criminogenic 
attitudes (this fact that could not be borne out by the data testing 
hypotheses 7 through 10) means that as a situation becomes more crimi-
nogenic in terms of its ecological setting, shoplifting occurs even for 
those who have a relative low aggressive personality anq also for tho$e 
who have relatively low criminogenic attitudes. But the opposite is 
not found to be true, i.e., high aggressive traits or high criminogenic 
attitudes are not associated with high frequency of shoplifting in 
smaller campus towns. This proves that the criminogenic situation 
plays a significant role in the commis~ion of crime relative to the 
other two - the subjective factors. There are ~wo questions which may 
be raised here. First, does a highly criminogenic situation momentari-
ly accentuate the criminogenic subjective traits of the students so 
much as to allow them to shoplift? Second, as a situation becomes 
highly criminogenic, do students shoplift in spite of their relatively 
low criminogenic subjective traits? 
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This brings us directly into the explanation of what is exactly 
the mechanism involved in the process of perception of situation. 
Simply to assert that attitudes and personality traits of the actor are 
involved in this process does not give us any clue as to how they 
interact with the situation. In fact, as will be evident soon, the 
two questions raised above are directly connected with this problem and 
in answering these two questions we may get sufficient insight to look 
into the very process of perception of situation which makes the selec-
tion as well as the commission of an act possible. 
In answering these questions we see that in the light of the 
existing social psychological literature it is hard to believe that 
unless one is in a situation of strain operating in the direction con~ 
trary to his subjective controls, he would act in the direction con-
3 trary to them. This situation at one pole may be a consequence of an 
outright application of naked force. At the other pole it may result 
from more subtle influences exerted on the actor in artifically simu-
lated situations. 4 In between these two extremes may occur all kinds 
of strainful situations including the one as noted by White in the 
5 street corner gangs or the one which may create ambivalence on the 
6 part of the actor toward the al~er. Thus~ there are many situations 
with all kinds of strains in our world of social interaction. The 
situations may be classified in two types according to the nature of 
strains they contain. One of these situations contains strain which 
may frustrate or upset the actor's subjective characteristics including 
his personality traits and attitudes and the resultant perception so 
that they may have the effect of making the person deviate from his own 
subjective belief and,,judgement or he ml;ly quit the situation if he is 
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free to do so. We may call this factor, to borrow Merton's terminology~ 
strain toward deviance7 or the negative strain and this situation a 
negative situation. 
On the other hand are situations containing strains which may 
reinforce or accentuate the pre-existing subjective character of the 
actor. We may call this strain, to borrow Sumner 1 s terminology, strain 
toward consistenc'y8 , or positive strain and this situation a positive 
situation. 
It must be emphasized here that situations may be negative or 
positive not in themselves as such but only relative to the subjective 
characteristics of the actor. It follows that a situation may be nega-
.tive for actor A but the same situation may be positive for actor B 
depending upon the respective actor's subjective character. Thus, all 
situations which we find ourselves in within society, are judged as 
negative or positive because they are perceived as such by the individ-
ual actors involved. The perception of situation, then, involves the 
strain exerted by the situation on the subjective characteristics of 
the actor. There may, be different degrees of the situational strain 
interacting with different levels of subjective factors and this may 
explain the individual differentials in the resultant perception of the 
same situation. A situation perceived as negative is not good for 
participation and a situation perceived as positive is good for parti-
cipation. Most often, we try to avoid negative situations which strain 
our subjective character in the opposite direction and we continually 
seek the positive situations which may gratify or allow expression to 
and thus reinforce our subjective orientation.9 If one cannot at all 
avoid being in a negative situation, depending upon the relative 
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strength of his subjective character and the objective strain in the 
situation, he may either enter into a continuous overt or convert con-
flict, or he has to make an adjustment to it by reshaping his subjec-
tive characteristics including his attitudes which may change momentair= 
ily without much effort and the personality which may take a much 
longer period of time. 
In criminology which generally displays a lag in keeping pace with 
progress in its parent disciplines, one only has to be reminded of the 
more important explanations which emphasize the controls exerted by 
either personality or by attitude so much so that these subjective 
factors are assigned causation meaning co!Dplete control over the ensu-
ing criminal behavior. The fact that we face the dilemma of differen-
tial response in the application of these theories is not to deny any 
control on the part of these factors. It simply means that these 
controls are not sufficient. This was one of the assumptions which 
led the writer to develop the three dimensional model above. This 
brought the element of situation in the forefront at equal footing with 
the subjective factors. As the above findings assign a relatively more 
important role to the situation in shoplifting, we may now proceed to 
analyze the strain contained in the criminogenic situation of student 
shoplifting. 
As mentioned above, a criminogenic situation, by definition, is 
one which is conducive to committing crime, and as it was found in 
connection with Hypothesis 4, situation partly in form of size of cam-
pus town affects the shoplifting attitudes of the students. It follows 
that the criminogenic situation of large cities is conducive to shop-
lifting. It is conducive because it strains attitudes of college 
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students into making a positive perception of itself. In the absence 
of any evidence to the effect that shoplifting by college students is a 
group or a gang phenomenon, strain toward shoplifting in large town 
situations seems to generate from the numerous small and large stores 
where items for sale are displayed in such a manner as to invite acqui~ 
sition on the part of the visitors. These invitations toward acquisi-
tion may strain in varying degrees the attitude of college students so 
that their already existing high criminogenic attitudes toward shop-
lifting may be excited and the low ones may be momentarily accentuated. 
The above discussion explains the interaction between attitudes 
and situation in the process of perception and the more important role 
which the situation plays in this process specifically in the context 
of shoplifting by college students. However, ex~itement and accentua-
tion of the sqoplifting attitudes and the resultant positive perception 
of the shoplifting situation still does not mean the commission of 
shoplifting by students. Attitudes and situational strain only explaiim 
the selection of objects and the predisposition of students to interact 
with these objects, with the intention of acquiring these objects with-
out paying for them. '1:his is only one phase of the perception of the 
situation, i.e., judgement of the situation as negative or positive. 
The other process which starts at tl;le end of the process of selection 
involves the perception of situation as being good or not good for 
acquiring the object without paying for it. This phase of the percep-
tion contains interaction of the situational strain in terms of its 
opportunity structure with the personali.ty constellation, more specif-
ically the aggressive traits - high or low - which the students possess. 
The role which aggressive personality plays in daring to break the 
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recognized rules of interaction has already been discussed in the pre-
ceding pages and the data in general support the necessity of aggres-
sive personality in the commission of shoplifting. However, findings 
as analyzed in Table XXIII (page 90) show that as a situation becomes 
highly criminogenic, even those with low aggressive traits venture to 
shoplift. In the absence of any scientific evidence that personality 
traits also shift momentarily (as attitudes may) under strains gener-
t d b . f. . t . HJi • . 1 . 1 l d ha a e y a spec 1. 1.c s1. ua t1.on, 1. t 1.s ogica to cone u e t. t as a 
situation becomes highly criminogenic in terms of opportunity, student~ 
engage in shoplifting in spite of their low aggressive personality 
traits. This shows the different degrees in which situational strains 
and the personality traits may interact in making a decision to act 
along the line demarcated by the interaction of situational strain and 
attitudes. A highly cri!.1,linogenic situation may outweigh the effect of 
the low aggressive personality. Logically, we can say that a high 
aggressive personality may outweigh the effect of a low criminogenic 
situation. But this is not supported by the data presented above. 
This proves the more important role which situation plays specifically 
in the context of shoplifting by college students. 
In answering the first question raised above, we may say that 
(3tudents shoplift as a result of momentary excitement and accentuation 
in their shoplifting attitudes. In answering the second question, we 
may say that as a situation becomes highly criminogenic, students may 
engage in shoplifting in spite of their low aggressive personality 
traits. The two answers combined together explain that as situation 
becomes highly criminogenic for shoplifting it momentarily excites and 
accentuates the shoplifting attitudes of college students so that even 
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those with relatively low aggressive personality traits may make the 
decision to shoplift. 
The above discussion explains that .the shoplifting behavior of 
college students which is a consequence of perception of situation as 
positive and good for shoplifting is, in fact, an end product of a 
process. So is any human behavior - an end product of a process. 
Cohen has put it more succinctly. 
Human action, deviant or otherwise, is something that devel-
ops in a tentative, groping, advancing~ backtracking, sound-
ing out process. People taste and feel their way afong. 
They start doing something and end up doing another. They 
extricate themselves from progressive involvement or become 
further involved to the point of commitment.11 
To sum up our discussion on the etiology of shoplifting among 
college students•, we found that 
lo Shoplifting occurs in an objective situation. 
2 .. Shoplifting occurs in an objective situation after it 
has been perceived as criminogenic for shoplifting. 
3. Perception of situat;i.on as criminogenic for shoplifting 
involves: 
a. An objective situation with an ecological setting 
which cqntains strain toward acquisition and strain 
toward action for acquisition. 
b. Criminogenic attitudes of students toward shoplifting 
which are excited and accentuated by the situational 
strain toward acquisition. 
c. Aggressive personality traits of st~denta which 
respond to th~ situational strain toward action for 
acquisition. 
4. All three of these factors are necessary to explain the 
shoplifting behavior of college students. 
5. Of these three factors criminogenic situation of shoplift-
ing outweighs the influence of relatively low criminogenic 
attitudes and relatively low aggressive personality of 
the students involved. 
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The last proposition in the above paradigm should be read with 
caution. After all, shoplifting is one of the many crimes which occur 
in society. Some other crime may call for a different combination of 
the three factors discussed above. In some crime aggressive personali-
ty may outweigh the influences exerted by attitudes and situation. In 
some other crime yet, attitudes may play the most important role. How-
ever,, the fact remains that these three factors must be considered in 
interaction with each other. It is probably too risky to explain the 
triggering of an action in terms of man's physical and bio-chemical 
traits and it is quite futile to explain it in terms of such ill 
defined concepts as human will. Most probably something which we call 
human will is nothing more than a function of these three factors 
interacting together. 
The Universe of Student Shoplifting 
One great contribution of Sutherland was that he conceived of 
crime in terms of subcultures. 12 He did so not in the sense that there 
is a criminal subculture and a conforming subculture as some criminolo-
gists came to believe later. Sutherland did so in the sense that 
various subcultures have their own respective patterns of crime as 
well as conformity. This is the point which was elaborated in develop-
ing the theoretical frame of reference in the preceding pages. Again, 
this does not mean that a given crime defines a subculture. In fact, 
as Matza pointed out, 13 a criminal act is a tiny fraction of what is 
generally going on in a subculture. To define a subculture in terms of 
a crime contained in it, is to subject the subculture to stereotyping. 
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Insofar as this is true, the structure of any particular crime 
reflects the structure of the subculture rather than the other way 
around. If the same crime is found in more than one subculture, all 
these subcultures should be taken into account to explain the structure 
of the crime. Thus the social structure of shoplifting among college 
students with its differentials of sex, size of campus town and semes-
ter in college, only reflects the values which genera.te attitudes as 
they interact with other etiological factors at different levels in th~ 
general role structure of the college structure. It does not reflect 
the structure of any non-student subculture and it only partly repre-
sents the structure of the shoplifting universe in society in general. 
College students at different levels in the college subculture engage 
in doing many things as a result of the specific combinations of tijeir 
attitudes, personality traits, and the situation involved. Out of 
these many things which they do, college students also engage in shop-
lifting in varying frequency at these different levels as their values 
translated into attitudes ente-r into a specific combination with their 
aggressive personality traits in shoplifting situations. 
Most probably shoplifting among college students is one of the 
expression~ of the deviant values which generally develop in the col-
lege subculture. After all, colleges, at least in the western society, 
are agents of change in the area of arts, science, technology, and 
philosophy. This creates a general deviant environment in which every-
thing conventional may be questioned. There are a number of scientific 
studies which explain this very character of the college subculture. 
Francis has described the values of college students as being idealis-
. d . d l' ' d . · d h · · 14 tic, eviant an equa itarian as regar s sex, race, an et nicity. 
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Weinberg found that idealism among students reinforces their deviant 
tendencies and that sex and race differentials are not significant in 
h . d 15 t is regar • There are different ways in which deviant values could 
find expression. Goldwin found that the intensity of deviant attitudes 
among college students is a significant factor in sexual deviance, 
'11 · . t f d d t · · t · · d · l(6i 1. 1.c1. use o rugs, an par 1.c1.pa ion in campus emonstrations. 
· Probably shoplifting is yet another expression of the same provided 
that the aggressive personality. traits and the situation allow that 
expression. 
In the light of the above discussion we may say that even though 
nearly 50% of the college students may engage in the act of shoplifting 
at least once, yet only about 17% in any given semester are able to 
gratify their deviant values in terms of shoplifting. These values are 
far better expressed in urban campus towns than in non-urban campus 
towns. Boys and girls are about equally able to do so. Also, it is 
quite evident that as one gets more immersed in the deviant values of 
the college subculture, the frequency of shoplifting increases toward! 
the middle semesters of college life after which this frequency de-
clines as a result of reference change. Further, the mean shoplifting 
frequency per student being very low - close to only one per student -
shows that shoplifting among college students is not one of the impor-
tant ways of expressing deviant tendencies. Also, the fact that the 
mean loss incurred by shoplifting is very low, i.e., close to ~2.00 per 
incident, shows that students do not shoplift for economic reasons but 
only to satisfy their deviant urges which may be gratified, possibly, 
in many other ways. 
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CHAPTER VII 
Sm,!MARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary 
This project was aimed at the etiology of crime which occupies a 
central place in the discipline of criminology. Human interest in the 
explanation of crime is probably as old as the human society itself. 
Lately there have been voluminous publications on this subject in the 
areas of psychiatry, psychology, sociology, and social work, not to 
mention the general interest and concern as reflected in the lay liter= 
ature and our mass media. 
There are two fundamental questions in criminology. The first is 
the question of crime causation or why people commit crime; and the 
second is the question of crime selection or why and how people select 
a particular crime. aoth questions belong to the same generic issue= 
etiology of crime. We are not simply interested in asking why people 
act in society. Our interest, in fact, lies in the question of why anrdl 
how people come to act as they do. Likewise, we are not interested in 
asking only why people commit crime, but in analyzing the action of a 
person who embezzled or killed or shoplifted and so on. Unfortunately~ 
a great bulk of the literature on criminology fails to grasp the impor-
tance of this point. Only in the late 1950's was the dual nature of 




Probably ignoring this aspect of the explanation of human behavior 
has brought about what has come to be known in Griminology as the di-
lemma of differential response, i.e., our theory is never a sufficient 
explanation and each time research is conducted different results are 
obtained from the data. This insufficiency and the resultant differen= 
tial response in the research in criminology has at least one more 
source. This is the fact that criminologists have looked at crime and 
conformity as being genetically different from each other. Crime has 
been traditionally regarded as an antisocial act and conformity is seen 
as prosocial. This only reflects the general human tendency among the 
criminologists to dichotomize the universe of our experience into good 
and bad, black and white, desirable and undesirable. This native 
criminological wisdom forces us to explain the deviant act as different 
from the conforming act; whereas the fact is that both crime and con-
formity are social acts insofar as they both obtain their respective 
meanings only in the context of society. An act viewed as good or bad 
for us is believed to be desirable or undesirable from our point of 
view. But an act is termed as crime or non-crime only as a result of 
our labelling process, and this labelling does not affect the inherent 
quality of either act as being social. This approach of separating 
criminal behavior from the rest of the universe of social action re-
sulted in the reductionist explanation whereby the criminal act is 
analyzed only in terms of personality, or only in terms of attitude or 
only in terms of situation. Naturally we face the dilemma of differen-
tial response because none of these factors sufficiently explains human 
behavior even though each one of them may be a necessary factor. 
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The above considerations were taken into account while developing 
the etiological model for this project. The very first step was to 
locate or develop a meaningful theory of social action. Thomas' theory 
of the Definition of Situation was a great guide and relief in this 
regard •. His theory adequately explains the selection of action. As 
mentioned above, the two variables which Thomas used, i.e., attitude of 
the actor and the social situation provide specificity. A situation 
limits the choice of action through the objects it contains and the 
attitude of the actor who finds himself in the situation has a probabil= 
ity of picking only some specific object(s) from this situation to act 
with or act upon •. Still Thomas could not explain the element which 
triggers the action after the actor is predisposed to act on some line 
of action demarcated by the interaction of situation and the attitude 
of the actor. Thomas handled this part of the explanation of human 
behavior rather ambiguously, assigning it to the bio-chemical and 
physical differentials of the individual actor. Writing about fifty 
years later, it is not very difficult for us to see that the missing 
element in Thomas' model was the subjective factor defined in psychia-
try and also in psychology as personality which has great potentiality 
for a certain type of behavior and which has been so much overempha-
sized that it has been assigned causation all by itself. While review-
ing Thomas' theory of the Definition of Situation, it became apparent 
that an adequate theory of social behavior, in order to explain selec-
tion as well as triggering the action, must put the factors of the 
situation, attitude and personality together. An adequate answer in 
one proposition to these twin etiological questions should, by its very 
logic, do away with the dilemma of differential response. Further, 
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this dilemma has to decrease, if for no other reason, simply because 
the reliability of the theory must increase with the increase in number 
of relevant variables. 
Having developed a workable model of social behavior, it must not 
be very difficult to conceive of a general theory of crime. Selection 
could be assigned to the ecological setting of a situation which may 
contain object(s) which the potential criminal perceives through his 
attitudes which are thus attracted, excited and accentuated, However~ 
the decision to trigger the action which is going to be labelled as 
crime is not an ordinary decision to make. It is not possible for 
every person to act criminally. To do this one has to be aggressive 
enough to defy the existing order and to neutralize the fear of being 
caught and be punished later. In this connection the role which ag-
gressive personality plays has been emphasized more than any other, 
especially in the psychological literature on crime. This trait has 
been found to be quite common among juvenile delinquents and other 
criminals as well. 
On the basis of the above reasoning it was hypothesized that crime 
originates in the attitude perpetuated in the subculture to which the 
actor belongs and which differentially orients its participants toward 
the criminal law of society. The situation conceived in terms of an 
interactional ecological setting contains some object(s) which excite 
,the attitude of the actor. If the attitude of the actor predisposed 
him to act in contravention to some aspect of the criminal law in 
society, this attitude is called criminogenic attitude and the situa-
tion perceived as positive, meaning thereby that it excites and accen-
tuates this attitude, is the criminogenic situation~ The criminogenic 
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attitude and the criminogenic situation together make the selection of 
the criminal act possible. At this point the actor is in full know-
ledge of the criminogeny in his attitude and the situation,,and be is 
now a potential criminal. Because the selec,tion is a result of con-
scious criminal predisposition, therefore it is hypothesized that ther~ 
must be sufficient aggressiveness as a trait in the personality con-
stellation of the actor to enable him to neutralize the fear and the 
apprehensions that may arise relative to the opportunity structure in 
the ecology of the situation. If the aggressive traits of the actor 
succeed in doing tpis, the criminal action has a high probability of 
being triggered. This is how an aggressive personality becomes a 
criminogenic personality - only in combination with criminogenic atti-
tude and criminogenic situation. All by itself aggressiveness as a 
personality trait only has latent potentiality for different kinds of 
behavior in society. Crime being suc,h a tiny fraction of the total 
social behavior in society, it is evident that aggressive personality 
most often helps generate conforming behavior rather than criminal 
behavior in society. One qnly has to see bow aggressiveness can help 
a,footba11 team make the touchdown; how an aggressive strategy may be 
used for a military exploit; and how an aggressive leader may lead his 
society toward reforms and change. 
The above explanation of crime has much in common with other 
theories put forth previously. For instance, it emphasizes the impor-
tance of the purely sociological factor of situation as did Cloward and 
Ohlin and later Matza. It also includes attitude of the potential 
criminal which has subcultural or associational orig~ns,, as was done by 
Sutherland and later by Cohen. It also emphasizes the role played in 
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crime by aggressive personality, as is found in a number of psychologi-
cal studies on crime. The difference is that the present model does 
not take into account these factors in ones or twos. Rather, all of 
these factors are seen acting in combination. Approaching the problem 
from this direction, a social scientist does not have to lean any more,_: 
on such explanations as physical and biochemical differentials in human 
behavior - an area which has never been explored by any social scien-
tist and which does not seem to provide any theoretical leads, even in 
biologyo This approach also solves the dilemma of the human will. 
Lawyers, judges, and other jurists generally make use of this 'term to 
explain the causation of crime. In criminology this term is lately 
introduced by Matza who went back to the classical approach which is 
essentially an approach of the legal reforms as represented by 
Beccaria and Voltaire. Both jurists and their followers in criminology 
who use this term do not even attempt to define it. This creates the 
ambiguity and the vagueness which, by the way, has become so endemic in 
the legal language that our law remains susceptible to the lawyer's 
manipulation and reinterpretation. This ambiguity in the legal lan-
guage may be partly responsible for the maladministration of justice 
which Beccaria and Voltaire were fighting against and which Matza 
thought is the origin of criminal reaction in society. The dilemma of 
human will was attacked by Farris who asserted that when we are not 
able to give a logical or an empirical explanation, it is quite conven-
ient to fall back on such terminology as 0'human nature" and "human 
will. 11 But the dilemma of human will becomes less than a mystery if 
we look at it as a function of attitude, situation, and personality 
interacting together. From this perspective human will does not look 
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like an initial state of commitment from which one may leap into ac-
tion. Rather, the will to act in terms of the above three factors, is 
seen as subsuming a process which may increase or decrease in intensity 9 
which may reach .the point of commitment or may disappear altogether, 
depending upon the different degrees in which the above three factors 
combine. 
In order to test this general model explaining criminal behavior, 
the method of self report was preferred over the use of official stati~= 
tics on crime or the use of an apprehended cr:tminal population. This 
was done, aJIJong other reasons, mainly due to the fact that the subjec-
tive factors, especially attitudes which occupy a central place in the 
above model, have a great probability of shifting in intensity or dis-
appearing altogether in the post-crime situation after the criminal 
actor has entered into interaction with the law enforcement. authoritieso 
This method called for drawing of the sample fro111 the free population 
and administering the subjects a questionnaire aiming at discovering 
the etiological factors of a crime selected for study. Because of the 
subcultural origins of attitude in the above model,. it was decided to 
locate a rather distinct subculture whence to draw the sample to study 
one of the crimes which the subculture is generally supposed to con-
tain. Because of its rather distinct character as a subculture in 
society and partly due to its general deviant character, college sub-
culture was selected for study. Subculture of college students is 
quite well known for its more relaxed rules of sex behavior, illicit 
use of drugs, and more recently for rather violent protest movements. 
Shoplifting, which has long been a part of the college subculture but 
has hqd very little exploration,. was selected for this etiological 
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study to test the above model. 
A four-page questionnaire was perfected after a series of pre-
tests, which, besides refining certain items in the questionnaire, also 
helped determine the nature of the sample as to its racial character. 
Decision was made to draw a uniracial sample, preferably all white, 
because the pretest results did not show any consistency when multi-
racial samples were used to respond to certain items, especially the 
ones on criminogenic attitude. This inconsistency in the response and 
the resultant low reliability coefficient required the use of a uni-
racial sample. It seems as though nonwhite students, when in the mid-
dle of a white crowd, and when they do not have a change to congregate 
together in one corner, do tend to be inconsistent in their responses. 
This is something which should be explored to refine the methodology of 
social research • 
. The sample was designed to be equally divided in 64 cells pertain= 
ing to four colleges, two sexes, and eight semesters in college. It 
was originally decided to include at least 25 cases in each cell yield= 
ing a sample size of 1,600. Sampling started with picking randomly 35 
cases for each cell from student directories in the four Midwestern 
colleges. Thus, more than 2,200 letters of request were mailed to the 
students from these four colleges which were selected so that two of 
them are in smaller towns and two of them are in larger towns, while at 
the same time two of them are state institutions and two of them are 
non-sectarian private colleges. After an abortive attempt to collect 
the data in January, 1969, which failed because of severe disturbances 
in one of these colleges, the sample was finally drawn toward the end 
of the spring semester, 1969. Fortunately, there were no difficulties 
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at this time of the year and this postponement of one full semester in 
drawing the sample also gave the writer a chance to follow up the 
request letters through more letters of persuasion, each time emphasiz-
ing the role these students could play in making this project a success 
and reminding them again of the date they were supposed to complete the 
questionnaire. This time local fraternities and sororities along with 
the respective student governments and the student activity boards 
extended their help to publicize this project. The total number of 
those who attended these four sessions in four colleges was 1,571. Out 
of these 1,571 filled out questionnaires, 62 were rejected because of 
incomplete and occasionally rather irrelevant response .. Those who were 
requested but could not attend these sessions were not contacted again, 
as the sample size of 1,509 was considered to be adequate and because 
insufficient time remained for further solicitation. This .method of 
inviting students to attend the sessions to fill out the questionnaires 
did have a risk of not many students responding to the request letterso 
The fact that the turnout still gave the adequate sample size attests 
to the superiority of this procedure over the mailed questionnaire 
which often fails to persuade enough. Due to this fact, the method of 
mailed questionnaire generally face~ a risk of high absentee rate and 
has a great probability of excluding many who through little more per-
suasion could otherwise respond to the request and yield valuable 
information. Persuasion before the actual response may pose the ques-
tion of exaggeration in the response. But, on the other hand, filling 
out a questionnaire about the hidden aspects of social life, in the 
presence of friends and other acquaintances, poses the dilemma of 
under-response. It is expected that the two have negated each other. 
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However, there is no possibility of tracing any of these biases one way 
or the other, and this limitation on the study. had to be accepted as 
being inherent in any method of self-report. 
Twelve hypotheses guided the analysis of the data which was done 
in two stages, each of which employed different statistical tests and 
required separate statements and subroutines in the computer analysis. 
The objectives of the first stage analysis were to locate the effect of 
intra-attribute differences of each variable on the frequency of shop= 
lifting; to locate the effect of intra-attribute differences of each 
variable on the shoplifting attitudes of the students; and to isolate 
the statistically significant factors related to shoplifting from other 
extraneous factors which might otherwise have a confounding effect on 
the findings. It was found that college subculture is the most impor-
tant source in development the criminogenic attitudes toward shoplift-
ing. At the same time, however, situation in the form of campus town 
and in the form of home town is also found to be significantly affect~ 
ing this attitude of the students. This finding goes beyond simply 
proving the subcultural origins of the criminogenic attitude of stu-
dents. As explained above, this assigns more importance to the role 
which situation plays in the commission of shoplifting. The same data 
also proves that criminogenic attitude of college students toward shop= 
lifting, criminogenic situation for shoplifting, and aggressive person-
ality traits of college st;udents are statistically significant factors 
related to the frequency of shoplifting. 
The objective of the second stage analysis was to compute the 
significance of association of shoplifting frequency with the above 
three variables, first by pairing these independent variables and then 
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putting all three of them together. When paired together, shoplifting 
frequency has been found not to correlate significantly with any one of 
them. However, when shoplifting frequency is allow~d to vary with one 
of them while controlling the intra-attribute differences of the other 
two, significant association was discovered for higher levels of crimi= 
l!logenic attitude and aggressive personality. As for the situation, it 
proved to be playing a much more important role than the two subjective 
factors. It was found that as situation becomes highly criminogenic 
for shoplifting, significant association appears even for those with 
lower criminogenic attitude and relatively lower aggressive traits. 
The opposite was not found to be true, i.e., those with higher crimino-
genic attitudes or those with higher aggressive traits do not show 
signi{icant results in relatively low criminogenic situations. This 
finding coupled with the one above that the situation seems to affect 
the shoplifting attitudes makes us conclude that probably as a situa-
tion becomes highly criminogenic it accentuates momentarily the low 
icriminogenic attitudes; and those persons finding themselves in a 
highly criminogenic situation for shoplifting with their shoplifting 
attitudes momentarily. accentuated, engage in shoplifting despite their 
relatively low aggressive personality traits. 
This finding shows that most probably shoplifting by the college 
students is a situational crime in which the subjective factors of 
student do play important roles and yet they seem to be overwhelmed by 
the highly criminogenic situation. Some other crime or even shoplift-
ing in some other subculture may not display the same importance of 
situation relative to the other two factors. In some other crime 
criminogenic attitudes may supercede the other two and in some crimes, 
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aggressive personality may play the most important role. Further 
studies using this model may thus help taxonomize crime in terms of 
attitude or situation or aggressive personality, so that we may be 
able to talk of attitude crimes, situational crimes, or personality 
crimes. This fact seems to be especially important for the discipline 
of social work and other rehabilitation programs which still try to 
concentrate upon changing the "criminal personality11 in the case of 
every criminal or juvenile delinquent. 
One great advantage of the method of self report is that, sample 
adequacy and the instrument reliability granted, it suppl.ies additional 
information - on the patterns of crime under study. This is something 
which cannot be discovered with reliability by using the official sta-
tistics on crime. It was found that the absolute proportion of those 
students who had ever shoplifted since they came to college is above 
46%. Girls with about 48% are slightly more than boys with about 44%; 
but the difference between the two is not found to be significant. On 
the other hand, the relative proportion of students who had ever shop-
lifted during the semester under study was only about 17%. Girls 6 
relative proportion (16 .84%) ,. again, is found to be slightly higher 
than that of boys with 16.62%. Difference between the two proportions 
is not found to be significant •. While sex differences in the above two 
proportions are not found to be significant, urban/nonurban differences 
are found to be significant. 
Total mean frequency of shoplifting during the semester under 
study was 22.4 per cell in the sample. Girls' mean (23.31) was slight-
ly higher than that of boys with 21.5. The difference between the two 
is not found to be significant. However, mean frequency in the urban 
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campus town was 40.5 per cell, which is found to be significantly 
higher than that in nonurban campuses (4.31). Further computations 
show that the over-all mean frequency of shoplifting in the sample was 
.953 or very close to 1 per person. 
Analysis in the preceding pages also shows that the loss incurred 
by shoplifting by college students in terms of dollars was 46.4 per 
cell in the sample. Girls incurred more loss (47.18) than did the boys 
(45.62). The difference between the two is not significant. On the 
other hand, loss incurred in the urban campuses (84.06) is significant-
ly higher than that in the nonurban campuses (8.75). Further computa-
tions show that the mean loss incurred by students per person in the 
sample is $2.07 •. Because, as computed above, mean frequency of shop-
lifting per person in the sample is very close to 1, the mean loss 
incurred per incident of shoplifting per student is approximately $2.07. 
Further and more important, marginal computations in the analysis 
of patterns of shoplifting show that with the exception of the absolute 
proportion of shoplifters (which is cumulative and unilinear), all 
other, i.e., relative proportion of shoplifters, frequency of shoplift~ 
ing and loss incurred by shoplifting, show maximum in the middle semes-
ters of the college,. after which these figures decline toward the end 
of the college career. As long as shoplifting among college students 
could be regarded as only an expression of the values and interaction 
patterns which develop in the college subculture, the above-mentioned 
trends of attaining maxima during the middle semesters most probably 
tells us about the shifting attitudes and the resultant intensity of 
participation by students in the college subculture. More specifically, 
the above trends probably reflect the degree 0f participation on the 
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part of the students and change in their attitude toward participation 
in the college culture as they move from the first few semesters in 
college to the last few semesters. It seems more logical to believe 
that as they are passing through their last few semesters :l.n college, 
students tend to change their reference and orient themselves more 
toward the adult world. 
Conclusions 
In concluding this project the following observations seem worthy 
of mention: 
· 1. Crime is not antisocial behavior. To treat crime as an ti- . 
social behavior in sociological analysis is to deviate from the term 
nsocial11 as defined in sociology. 
2. To treat crime as antisocial behavior is partly responsible 
for the reductionist approach which is one of the sources of the dilem-
ma of differential response. 
3·. It follows that a general theory of criminal behavior should 
be embedded in a general theory of social behavior which can be suffi-
ciently explained in terms of cultural predispositions, ecology of the 
situation, and the personality trait. 
4. In generating social behavior the cultural structure has the 
function of shaping criminogenic or non-criminogenic attitudes. Social 
structure has the function of providing a situational setting which may 
be perceived as criminogenic or non-criminogenic, and personality 
structure has the function of triggering the criminal or non-criminal 
action. 
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5. In the context of criminal behavior relative to any existing 
criminal code, these are only the attitudes which can be generically 
distinguished from non-criminogenic attitudes. Criminogenic attitudes 
define a situation as criminogenic which may not otherwise be inherent-
ly distinguished from the non-criminogenic situation. Criminogenic 
attitudes together with the criminogenic situation makes the selection 
of crime. Interacting with criminogenic attitudes and the transformed 
criminogenic situation, aggressive personality, which otherwise may not 
be criminogenic, becomes criminogenic and triggers the criminal action, 
6. In the process of generation of social behavior, selection of 
behavior comes first. It is followed by t;:he triggering of the action. 
Likewise, in the process of generation of criminal behavior, selection 
of crime comes first and triggering of crime comes next. 
7. If by causation one means to say the origin of crime, then the 
answer is obvious. Crime originates in the actor's attitude of which 
the principle source is the subculture with which the actor identifies 
himself in society. However, as long as any social action can be con-
ceived of as an end product of a process originating in an actor 1 s 
attitude, the question as to why people commit crime is irrelevant and 
probably misleading. It only reflects the bias in our lay thinking 
which generally fails to see any continuum on which the origin of an 
action and its actual performance are situated at the opposite poles. 
The answer to this question necessarily develops into a mono-causal 
explanation in which cause and effect are confounded together so as to 
obscure and deny relevant intervening variables which exist between 
the two. When applied to the cases in which intervening variables must 
be taken into account, this approach becomes another source of the 
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dilemma of d:i,fferential response. It is obvious that those who have 
the predispositions to originate an action do not necessarily do so and 
those who do so, do not necessarily finish it. In this regard probably 
the most relevant question is: How do people commit crime? This seems 
to be a more pertinent question which subsumes a process and is capabl~ 
of taking :i,nto consideration the intervenj.ng varialbles as they enter 
into the process at different levels.and in different degrees. This is 
what one may call The Process A:eproach or The Principle of Continuityo 
8. Even though shoplifting by college students can be described 
as a situational crime, yet situation must not be confused with the 
causation of this crime. Causation can be assigned only to the ~hole 
process which successfully ended with the act of shoplifting. Every 
student who performed this act could be able to do so only by going 
through this process successfully. Also, many of the otQer students 
who could not perform this act, can be conce:i,ved of as having engaged 
in this process. Only they could not manage to finish it because of 
lack of a criminogenic situation or because of lack of sufficient 
aggressiveness in their respective personalities or because of lack of 
both. 
9. It follows that, the effects of situation and personality held 
constant, the distribution of shoplifting frequency in the college sub-
culture reflects the distribution and shift in intensity of students' 
attitudes toward shoplifting and toward participation in the role 
structure of the college subculture as is reflected by sex and semester 
differentials. 
10. The higher intensity of shoplifting behavior in the middle 
semesters of the whole span of the undergraduate college subculture, 
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most probably, reflects the deeper immersion and integration of stµ-
dents in the college life. This gives us a clue to explain that, as 
Durkheim pointed out in connection with suicide, the probability of 
conformity or deviance relating to the social code in society varies 
with the level of immersion of the individual in his subculture which 
differentially predisposes him toward crime as well as conformity. 
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thf.11 queaUcllllab:e 1~ ~ l\Mi!lrt @f a doctcl!:'al refii®lllE'~~ !jillf@j)@rgti;o llilillis@ @!lll:®@ 
~octal science research ha8 to probe into those aapect2 @t ®@~!~R l!f@ ~hich 
@~@ ;eneE'8lRy considered to be private snd personale. Mo~~V®lfv ~~!~e ~its~ 
'®tt~!l'~a ~f social life do not become visible and little c&~ be ~one about tn~ 
@@!MU@@ @f sodal proble!llla u1!llesa 11e loo!.! into tlli®®® 00 R@wR@ilbll.®00 l!l®!P'@«all:® @f 
ll:h@ Uw@~ of iKld!v:lduala. Be11:,1use 1t b, necesury f!.:@ lfill81il!:@ :f'©@lf !l'®®ifii@liil®® 1JJ 
part of this project as well as assure you complete ,1n~~ym!t~ ~~ ~~estio~~ 
~hich may disclo~e your identity ,1~e incRuded in ~he f@liowR@~, £1\!l~~®®® @f 
~~1& ,is@ject depends upon the honesty of your response ~~cl t~e ~~ght ~~aw@~® 
y@u ,d11@@se. ' 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
I. What is the size of your home 
town? 
Ro L@ Ill® t lmsm ! , 00!0 
~o l~O@© @!f nioir~ 
3o 100 000 O&" more ,. 20,000 or more 
s. 30,000 or more 
6. 40,000 or more 
1. 50,000 or more 
8. 1000 000 or more 
9, 1.000.@oo or mere 
RR~ w~~t iij J@~~ Be¥! 
ll. Mde ( ) 










~RI. W~@~ yo~ ~er~·i@ high school 
with wh~m di~ yg~ liv~? 
IV. Please indicate the level of 
education of your parents. 
(Mother-ii; Father-F) 
1. l@l@w ~ig~ s~h~@! 
2. High School 
3. Some college 
4. College degree 
5. Graduate degree 
N J!il 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) ' 
( ) ( ) 
Ap~roximately what is the monthly 
income ot rour parents? 
l. Less than $500 () 
2. $500 • $1,000 () 
3. $1,000 ° $1,500 ( )', 
4. $1,500 • $2,000 ( ) 
s. $2,000 • $29500 () 
6. More than $2.50@ () 
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la Natural pa~enta () 
i. Mother and stepfather () 
~o w~th~~ and at~~mothar () 
~. Ri@t~®~~ ~~Ry () 
~«PW many $~m~~~®~@ ~ave you completed 
:bl 4:0U.®g@ 11 
5. · Fsithar~ o~ly ( } 
~. ©the~ relativ~~ () 1-( ) 
2~( ) 










VII. !f yoll! know you wouid n~t b~ cau3ht 'l<!b!@~ @! ii:lbi@ f@U@Wg,@~ ~@!£@ w@@1~ 1'@@ 








? • Embezzlement 
8. Auto theft 
9. Aggravated assault 
10. Larceny 




























VIII. To the right of each statement in the fcllowil'll the~e ~re ft~e hoxe~. 
Please check only one to indicate t~e ne•rest approximation of your 
attitude. · .. , 
l •. John Gteen, a sophomore in Highly disapprove L) 
col!e1e. ~ent to buy a Disaprove L) 
cErtora of beer. He took a Neither apg,rGve LJ 
esrto® but also put two@~~• nor idbapprove 
into his pockets. He paid Approve (_) 
for the carton but not for Highly approve (_) 
the extra two cans. 
i. Lynd~ Rogers went to a book Highly disapprove LJ 
illtCts~o ~~e pick~d ~, ~ b@(!)t Disapprove LJ 
~n4 ~ c~rd. She olilly paid Neither 1;1pprovs 
for the book3 Out on the nor disapprove L,J 
side walk she found that she Approve LJ 
did not pay for·tke ~arda il:l.ghly approve L} 
Hcwav®r, ~he did met return 
t@ the ,tore to p~y for it. 
3. Jim Lindahl was a junior in Highly disapprove (._) 
engineering. He was llil:CUl!i(!;d Disapprove (_) 
cf ste&lirig ~ k~y~~h~in f~@m Ndther approve 
~ store. He was handed QV@r noir d:tupprovfil l_) 
to the police and sugpend@d Approve L> 
from school. lllighlyappr@ve ~) 
~. ~b W@nao .. ~1H a gbl frl'l.@rm~. Mighty db@!l'JF!t~W<ll (_). 
i~ ~~llege. ;he ~ls@ ¥Ork~ DiHl!)Jl!)llrOJ~iEl (..;__) 
$C t~8 ~o~nt~r ~fa depart1111ant Ndthe!l' Sl!)l)?X'OVe 
store.; When Bob buys items noir disapprove L:J 
from her she e~arges him ~ail £~§,lr@V@ ... (_) 
¢,f the actual price. Hil.gMy appr.ove (_) 
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s. Patricia Brown's boy firend Highly disappr~ve LJ 
threatened to break~~p with Disap~rc"<Y~ LJ 
her when he learned that Neither approve 
~lhi@ @!tole a 11ma.U p<ickage nor db&JFJ?llrO'W® L» 
@f ~~emetics from a etore. Approve L) 
. Highly 2Jll!l?ll:")Y\T~ LJ 
~- Johnny Spring generally Highly di$approve (_) 
steals plates, cup~i es~c@~@ DisapplW'W® L) 
~poo~s and ash tray~ f~ooo )Neither &llp~1t\(l)'H'@ 
the college cafeteria for nor dh.mp:!!'r~wei LJ 
his domestic use. Approve (_,_,) 
Highly approve L_) 
1~ Donn~ Lee went to b~y ~ Highly disappE'@W® l_) 
shirt from the Student Disapprove L> 
Union dress shop. She did Neither app:i:ove 
not like the shirt but nor disapprove (_) 
loved a beautiful scarf Approve L .. J 
whiich re:he put unds:rc hell'.' it&ll'!.Mo&1t Highly a,rE"@w® (_) 
end walked away. 
ill. Dennis Karlson generally Highly Disapprove (_) 
provides himself with food Disapprove L . .> 
by stealing butter, bread, Neither approve 
or a piece of steak while nor disapprove (_) 
buying eggs and vegetables Approve .. (_) 
at the market. Highly approve (_) 
~o ~enriili 1 &"oollll!llate 'liP§.U ill@t Highly disapp~~ve (_) 
!Shojp>Hft:. He doe!!! 1!1iOt Disapprove L_) 
feel tha~ ahoplifting ii!! Neither approvl!l 
bad but that being caught is. nor disapprove (_). 
Approve L_) 
Highly approve L.J 
rn. The Dean of Student!!! of Highly dhapprove (_) 
Stephans College is very Disapprove (_) 
consciou1 about the Neither ap11>rove 
reputatio@ cf the school. nor disapprove (_) 
Me h&l!I re~ollll!lended that Approve (_) 
~t~dents who ~re c~usht ~ighly approve (_). 
shoplifting be dismissed 
fro~ t~e college. 
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Dee Response to the follo~ing itelll!B e~e divided i~t~ t~@ ~~li:@~@~l@@ 9 @;r®@flID®~g 
and diaagr~ement. Please ~h~c~ only one ~ft~® ~@~@@o Wi@~®~@~~ ~~@ 
nWiibe~a in the br&ckets. they are codes. 
(l@) l~When some@~® dc@s me~ wgong I fe@l X 
should pay h~m back ju~t for th~ 
,r1~e1ple of it. 
(S.3~) 4-It.~®k®i @!® ®~~~, ~@ ~@w@ peopl® 
hurr7 me. 
(381) 5-I am said to be hot-headed. 
(269) ~~I can easily make ~®o~l~ afr~id 
@f me ~n~ ! ~ometll.ilm®~ i@ 1t fort~® 
fun of it. 
(145) 1QAt times 1 feel lik@ pi~ting 2 fist 
fight with someone. 
(96) 8-I quite often have heated discu~sions 
a~d 11&arr<lll111 with lllilY bmUy. 
0) 1hit Umnes I ft<l~w@ ai~ l!!ll!:'g;@ li:c do some-
ii:hi~g harmful or $~Q~ki~i• 
t;.,. Since you came to CoU.ege 















l:!:lro !! :th~ !!!8ll!ll'llltitr to No. X b "~@@ 0' 0 Jl.H8~ :li:Mll1c~!:f'l imi ~llil@ ~,11c:e gf.v!iln i>elOM 
h@~ m@~J til.ll!!le~ d~~i~g the ~~a$®@t se~@e~~r ,1~ ~@~ t@t~ ~cmething without 
paying for it o ( ) 
~R~. ~ur1@i tllil@ ~~ese~t $e!llle$t@~ w~~~ ie the t@~~i ~~1~~ of ~~e item(s) yo~ 
~@@k wil.t~gw~ f~Yi~i f@~ !tg 
l. 1 hsve mot taken any ( )i 
:I:. i@H the@ fl ( ); 
l. between. $1 111nd $~ ( )8 
4. between $6 and $25 
5 ~ m,;1re than $25 · 
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